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1. Background 

1.1 Introduction	and	Purpose	of	the	Study	
This Alternatives Analysis (AA) and Locally Preferred Alternatives (LPA) Report presents the 
documentation of the development of alternatives, evaluation of alternatives and selection of the 
preferred alternative by the City of Kansas City and its local agency partners for the Regional 
Alternatives Analysis: Downtown Corridor study in the Kansas City metropolitan area.  

This downtown corridor AA is one of a series of efforts that have been undertaken to examine rail 
service in the downtown corridor. For several years, a variety of studies by a group of local agencies has 
examined a variety of transit options that would serve the city’s primary commercial core. The purpose 
of this study was to develop, evaluate and select a transit alternative in Kansas City’s downtown 
corridor. The reasons for examining enhanced transit alternatives include: 

 To increase mobility between River Market, downtown, Crossroads and Crown Center 

 Tie neighborhoods together; serve the residential populations 

 Serve as a distributor for transit passengers 

 Potentially serve as a first step in the development of a more extensive light rail system in the 
corridor 

The current study was led by a partnership of local and regional agencies, including:  

 City of Kansas City, Missouri, 

 Kansas City Area Transportation Authority 
(KCATA)  

 Mid‐America Regional Council (MARC), and  

 Jackson County, Missouri. 

The partner agencies have undertaken this 
Alternatives Analysis in cooperation with the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA). The study was designed 
to comply with the FTA’s planning and project 
development process. The major steps of the FTA 
process are shown in Figure 1‐1: FTA’s Federal Transit 
Planning and Project Development Process, as shown 
to the right. Within the larger Project Development 
Process, the two key steps that have been addressed 
in this study are the Alternatives Analysis process and 
selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).  

The study team has consulted with FTA during the AA 
study. The study team will continue to work with FTA 
to move the project forward. There is much work yet 
to be done, including local planning compliance, 

Full Funding  
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Final Design 
 (and Commitment of Non-Federal 

Funding) 

Proj 
Mgmt 
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Construction 

Preliminary Engineering 
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Project Development Process
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compliance with NEPA, and other federal, state and local requirements. The partnership team will 
continue to work with FTA to complete the Project Development Process, including addressing the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and all local planning and regulatory 
requirements. 

1.2 Background	
Kansas City has examined a variety of planning and transportation options to support the revitalization 
of the downtown. Like many US cities, downtown Kansas City has experienced dis‐investment and urban 
flight. It has experienced loss of both residents and businesses in the city’s primary core area. This 
downtown corridor alternatives analysis study began in earnest in early 2011. The process has included 
extensive outreach to the public and stakeholders and has received substantial input from the public, 
stakeholders (e.g., residents, business owners, etc.) and local, regional, state and federal agencies. 

The Kansas City area has an extensive existing transit system provided by the Kansas City Area 
Transportation Authority (ATA). KCATA is a bi‐state agency serving the States of Missouri and Kansas 
with the responsibility for planning, construction, owning and operating passenger transportation 
systems and facilities within the seven‐county Kansas City metropolitan area. The ATA district includes 
the counties of Cass, Clay, Jackson, and Platte in Missouri; and Johnson, Leavenworth, and Wyandotte in 
Kansas.  The ATA operates The Metro bus service, the Metro Area Express 
http://www.kcata.org/maps_schedules/max/ (MAX) Bus Rapid Transit service, MetroFlex demand‐
response routes, Share‐A‐Fare paratransit service for the elderly and persons with disabilities, and 
AdVANtage vanpool service.  

Over more than a decade, there have been a number of transit planning efforts that have examined 
transit alternatives in Kansas City. All of them have had a major focus on serving the downtown area. 
Some of the key previous studies include: 

 Kansas City Downtown Streetcar Update & TIGER Grant Application, 2009 (and associated 
supporting reports). Building on the previous studies, an application for TIGER grant funding was 
prepared by KCATA. The grant request was developed and submitted to FTA for $6 million to fund 
continued development of a Streetcar Project in the downtown area. The application was not 
funded.  

 North/South Corridor Alternatives Analysis, 2008 (and associated technical reports). This 
Alternatives Analysis studied light rail in Kansas City’s central North/South Corridor. It concluded 
that the portion of the alignment between the River Market and the Country Club Plaza has the 
greatest chance of qualifying for federal funding because this segment has the activity centers and 
the population and employment density required to support an investment in rail transit. 

 Light Rail Study, 2007‐2009. In November 2006, the voters of Kansas City, Missouri approved a 
citizen‐initiated ballot initiative to fund a 27‐mile light rail transit project from the airport, through 
downtown to the zoo. The KCATA and the City of Kansas City collaborated on an AA for Phase 1 of 
the project, which raised a number of concerns about the proposed project. The evaluation 
concluded that the light rail initiative had major deficiencies, and in November 2007 the Kansas City 
Council voted to repeal the referendum because of concerns regarding the feasibility and costs.  

 Streetcar Feasibility Study, 2004. This study was the first to propose the idea of reintroducing 
Streetcars to downtown Kansas City as a means to connect the City’s downtown landscape of 
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businesses and entertainment districts; linking the River Market, The Central Business District (CBD) 
and the Union Station / Crown Center area. The intent of this study was to review electric streetcar 
options for the downtown area and develop a primary concept plan with order‐of‐magnitude cost 
estimates for an initial starter line.  

The work plan for the downtown corridor AA was designed so that the partner agencies could keep 
options open to pursue various funding opportunities, including existing and potential Federal funding 
options for the selected project.  

There is strong public policy support for developing a multimodal transportation investment in 
downtown Kansas City. It will be critical for economic growth and the development of a sustainable 
future. There are a large number of adopted regional and local policies that provide support for an 
improved transit circulation in the downtown corridor. Key adopted plan and policy initiatives include:  

Greater Downtown Area Plan (City of Kansas City, MO) presents a 
vision for the greater Kansas City downtown area designed to improve 
quality of life in the region’s core, protect precious natural capital, and 
strengthen economic vitality to competitively position downtown as the 
region’s cultural, economic, and activity center. The plan explicitly 
reinforces and embraces dense, mixed‐use development in the Central 
Business Corridor – maintaining downtown as the densest area of the 
region, a regional office/employment center, the center of government, 
the most important cultural destination, the center of 
entertainment/convention/tourism activity, and a significant retail 
destination. The plan recommends a transit corridor with rail down Main 
Street or Grand Boulevard. It also recommends some type of trolley circulator in the downtown area. 
The plan also calls for increased connectivity between neighborhoods and activity centers, focused on 
mixed‐use activity centers to serve as nodes for the transit system. Transit‐Oriented Development is 
encouraged. 

Smart Moves (MARC) presents the Kansas City region's 
vision for expanded and enhanced regional transit service. 
Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (ATA) or KCATA 
is a bi‐state agency with the responsibility for planning, 
constructing and operating passenger transportation systems and facilities within the seven‐county 
Kansas City metropolitan area. The ATA operates The Metro bus service, the Metro Area Express 
http://www.kcata.org/maps_schedules/max/ (MAX) Bus Rapid Transit service, MetroFlex demand‐
response routes, Share‐A‐Fare paratransit service for the elderly and persons with disabilities, and 
AdVANtage vanpool service. The existing local and regional transit services will need to be supported by 
effective local transit circulator services, especially in the downtown corridor. The Smart Moves plan 
explicitly recognizes that transit service in key corridors needs to evolve to more intensive operational 
modes, such as bus rapid transit (BRT) and rail transit, as development intensifies over time. 

KCATA Comprehensive Service Analysis (KCATA) designed to develop short‐term transit improvements 
to existing Metro services. Work to date has determined that service in downtown Kansas City is overly 
complex, and that the development of a downtown – Crown Center “spine” would provide the 
foundation for simpler and more efficient service with downtown and in the downtown corridor. 
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Transportation Outlook 2040 (MARC) is the Kansas City Region’s long‐range 
transportation plan guiding how the Kansas City region will manage, operate 
and invest $18 billion in its multimodal transportation system over the next 
30 years. It is designed to help the region grow more efficiently, maintain a 
competitive economy and preserve the health of the environment, while 
enabling everyone to access opportunity. The plan lists “Place  Making” as 
one of its nine system goals driving policy, with such objectives 
as walkability, density/mixed uses, transportation options, and 
infill/redevelopment. 

Climate Protection Plan (City of Kansas City, MO) lays out goals for the City of Kansas City to reduce its 
greenhouse gas emissions while simultaneously improving the economy and quality of life for the City’s 
businesses and citizens. Several of the plan’s recommendations are in harmony with the goals of the 
downtown corridor alternatives analysis, including the following:   

 expand and further develop alternative transportation programs,  

 develop a plan to implement light rail as part of a healthy overall public transit system,  

 promote and incentivize development patterns that support alternative modes of 
transportation and avoid sprawl,  

 reduce emissions by reducing net vehicle‐miles traveled,  

 enact a “complete streets” policy, and  

 create a seamless regional transit system. 

Rail‐based transit has also been envisioned in transportation plans, land‐use plans and previous studies 
for the downtown corridor. Downtown voters have consistently supported rail transit; for example, 
although the November 2008 light‐rail ballot failed citywide with only 45 percent of voters in support, 
64 percent of the voters of Ward 1 (most of the downtown area) voted in support. In addition, an 
Alternatives Analysis is being undertaken concurrently to evaluate potential commuter rail service 
between the eastern suburbs and downtown Kansas City. Such service would likely intersect with, and 
be complementary to, a downtown circulator. 

1.3 Corridor	Study	Area		
The Corridor Study Area encompasses the Central Business District of Kansas City Missouri. The Corridor 
extends from the River Market area on the north, through the Central Business District and the 
Crossroads areas to Crown Center on the South. Figure 1‐2 on the next page illustrates the study area, 
and the air photo on the following page (Figure 1‐3) shows the general the area of downtown Kansas 
City that is included in the study area. More detailed information on the Study Area is in included in 
Chapter 3, the Description of Alternatives. 
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Figure 1‐2:  Regional Alternatives Analysis: Downtown Corridor Study Area 



 

 
Regional Alternative Analysis: Downtown Corridor  
Alternatives Analysis and Locally Preferred Alternative Report 
March 2012  Page 1‐6 

Figure 1‐3:  Air Photo View of Downtown Corridor Study Area 

 

1.4 Study	Organization	
As noted in the introduction section, this Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis study is a 
cooperative effort between several partner agencies, including: 

 City of Kansas City, Missouri; 

 Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (KCATA);  

 Mid‐America Regional Council (MARC); and, 

 Jackson County, Missouri. 

This partnership has undertaken the Alternatives Analysis to examine enhanced transit solutions in 
Kansas City’s downtown Corridor.  

Early in the AA study, a leadership team was formed to manage the study. The leadership team was 
made up of a senior staff members from each of the partner agencies. The leadership team served as 
the project Executive Committee and provided day‐to‐day direction to the project staff and consultants.  
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2. Purpose and Need 

2.1 Introduction	
A critical part of every Alternatives Analysis process is the development 
of the Purpose and Need Statement. Fundamental to the Purpose and 
Need Statement is a thoughtful process of defining what problem(s) the 
study is attempting to resolve. Also critical to the development of the 
Purpose and Need Statement is the articulation of the Goals and 
Objectives of the study. The Purpose and Need Statement is used to 
define a series of promising alternatives, and further to guide the 
development of evaluation criteria for evaluating the alternatives. The 
development of the Purpose and Need Statement has drawn strongly 
from previous studies in the area. The purpose of this chapter is to 
document these critical steps in the Regional Alternatives Analysis: 
Downtown Corridor Study. 

Early in the study, the project partners developed draft Goals and Objectives, and a draft Purpose and 
Need Statement. The draft was presented to the public at an open house. After revisions were made 
based on the public input, it was adopted by the partnership team for the study. 

2.2 Existing	Transit	Service	in	the	Downtown	Corridor	

2.2.1 Existing	Transit	Services	
Most existing KCATA transit service operates to and from downtown Kansas City, Missouri. Figure 2‐2: 
Existing Downtown Transit Service, on the next page, illustrates the existing transit service in the study 
area. All of the existing service is bus service, and includes two BRT routes, local bus routes, express 
routes, and one Flex route. Routes that operate from the south and that serve Crown Center continue 
north through the Downtown Corridor to the Financial District, the Government District and the River 
Market area. There are 13 of these routes, one of which is a BRT route, eight of which are local routes, 
and four of which are express routes: 

 

BRT 

 Main Street MAX 
Local 

 57 South Oak 

 53 Armour‐Swope Park 

 54 Armour‐Paseo 

 28 Blue Ridge 

 51 Broadway 

 55 Rockhill 

 142 North Oak 

 173 Casino Cruiser 

Express 

 69X Liberty Express 

 152 Lee’s Summit Raytown Express 

 170 Blue Springs Express 

 471 71 Highway Express 
 
 

 

 

Figure 2‐1:  FTA Alternatives 
Analysis Process Summary 
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Figure 2‐2:  Existing Downtown Transit Service 

 
 

The existing BRT service (Main Street MAX) is the corridor’s major bus route. It was designed to provide 
fast service from neighborhoods and business districts in the Main Street, Brookside Boulevard and 
Broadway corridor, which are south of the Downtown Corridor. Within the downtown corridor, from 
south to north the Main Street MAX operates somewhat circuitously. It operates on Main Street, 16th 
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Street, Wyandotte Street, 11th and 12th Streets, Oak Street, 8th and 9th Streets, and Grand Boulevard. 
Main Street MAX makes only limited stops and was designed to provide service to and from the 
Downtown Corridor. With its limited stops, it was not designed to provide circulator service within the 
corridor, but is still used for many trips of this type. Main Street MAX provides the most frequent service 
in the corridor, and operates every 10 to 15 minutes during the day. 

The local north‐south routes are primarily designed to provide service between neighborhoods and the 
Downtown Corridor. Within the Downtown Corridor, most local routes operate along Grand Boulevard. 
However, service on some routes is split between Grand Boulevard and Main Street, Walnut Street, or 
Oak Street. Similar to Main Street MAX, the local routes are not designed primarily to serve trips within 
the corridor, but are used frequently for this purpose. The local routes generally operate every 15 to 30 
minutes during peak periods and every 30 to 60 minutes during the day and evening (see Table 2‐1:  
Existing Transit Routes Serving Crown Center and Downtown KCMO (as of 1‐1‐2012) 

The four express routes are designed to bring commuters in and out of the Downtown Corridor, and are 
not designed, nor are they used, for trips within the corridor. These routes only provide peak period 
service, and some operate only in the peak direction. 

In addition, and as is shown in Figure 2‐2: Existing Downtown Transit Service, KCATA also operates a 
large number of east‐west routes, both to and from the Financial and Government Districts, and across 
the Downtown Corridor. Most east‐west routes connect with most north‐south routes, and would also 
connect with new Downtown Corridor service. 

Table 2‐1:  Existing Transit Routes Serving Crown Center and Downtown KCMO (as of 1‐1‐2012) 

Route Name/Number 
Predominant 

North‐South Alignment 
Frequency (minutes) 

Peak Midday  Evening

BRT     

Main Street MAX  Main 10 15  30

Local   

28 Blue Ridge  Grand 20* 40 

51 Broadway  Grand/Main 20‐30 45 

53 Armour‐Swope Park  Grand 15‐30 30‐60  60

54 Armour‐Paseo  Grand 15‐30 30‐60  26‐60

55 Rockhill  Grand/Oak 3 trips**  

57 South Oak  Walnut/Main 30 60  60

142 North Oak  Walnut ‐ inbound
Grand ‐ outbound 

20 60  ‐‐

173 Casino Cruiser  Primarily Main 60‐65 65  60

Express   

69X Liberty Express  Grand AM
Walnut PM 

2 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

152 Lee’s Summit Raytown Express  Grand 4 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

170 Blue Springs Express  Grand 4 trips* ‐‐  ‐‐

471 71 Highway Express  Grand 5 trips* ‐‐  ‐‐
Notes:  *Southbound only; ** Peak direction and peak hour only 
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2.2.2 Currently	Planned	Changes	to	Existing	Transit	Service	
KCATA recently completed a Comprehensive Service Analysis that is designed to improve service 
throughout the city. Recently adopted recommendations will be implemented in the second half of 2012 
and early 2103, and will simplify service in the Downtown Corridor. Following implementation of the 
proposed changes, with only one exception, north‐south services will be reconfigured to operate along 
either Main Street or Grand Boulevard. Other key changes will include: 

 Route 47 Roanoke will be rerouted to operate through the Downtown Corridor. 

 Routes 53 Armour‐Swope Park and 54 Armour‐Paseo will be consolidated into a single route. 

 Route 57 South Oak will be consolidated with Main Street MAX to provide more frequent 
service on Main Street MAX. 

 Route 142 North Oak will be rerouted to operate along Grand Boulevard in the Downtown 
Corridor. 

 Route 173 Casino Cruiser will also be rerouted to operate along Grand Boulevard in the 
Downtown Corridor 

Express routes from the north will be extended from the Financial District to Crown Center Service 
frequencies will also be revised to better match service levels with demand, and to provide more 
consistent service (see Table 2‐2). And finally, KCATA desires to simplify bus circulation in the Financial 
and Government Districts. This effort will take place in Phase 2 of this project in conjunction with 
detailed planning for the LPA. 

Table 2‐2:  Planned Transit Service Following the CSA  

Route Name/Number 
Predominant 

North‐South Alignment 
Frequency (minutes)

Peak Midday  Evening

BRT   

Main Street MAX  Main 10 10  15

Local   

47 Roanoke  Main 30 30  60

51 Broadway  Main 20‐30 45  60

54 Armour‐Paseo  Grand 30 30  60

142 North Oak  Grand 20 60  60

173 Casino Cruiser  Main 60 60 

Express   

36X Metro North Express  Grand 4 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

69X Liberty Express  Grand AM
Walnut PM 

2 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

132 Gracemor  Grand 2 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

135 Winwood  Grand 2 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

152 Lee’s Summit Raytown Express  Grand 4 trips** ‐‐  ‐‐

170 Blue Springs Express  Grand 4 trips* ‐‐  ‐‐

471 71 Highway Express  Grand 5 trips* ‐‐  ‐‐
Notes:  *Southbound only; ** Peak direction and peak hour only 
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Figure 2‐3:  Planned CSA Transit Service Changes 
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2.3 Corridor	Problems	
The Regional Alternatives Analysis: Downtown Corridor Study was initiated to address a number of 
transportation and land use problems, challenges, issues and opportunities in the downtown area. The 
problems that the downtown corridor study would address are described below. The problems 
identified provide the foundation for the Goals and Objectives, and Purpose and Need Statements which 
are presented in the following this sections.  

2.3.1 Land	Use	and	Transportation	Plans	and	Policies	
Regional and local plans and policies envision improved transit circulation in the downtown corridor. 
These key plan and policy initiatives can only be realized if additional transit is developed in the 
downtown corridor. A brief summary of these policy documents includes: 

 Smart Moves – MARC. This Regional transportation plan assumes that transit service in will evolve 
in key corridors to more intensive transit operation modes, such as bus rapid transit (BRT) and rail 
transit, as land uses intensify over time. Without more intensive transit service in the downtown 
Corridor, it would be difficult to implement or realize this regional plan. 

 2011 Comprehensive Service Analysis (CSA).  KCATA is in the process of conducting a transit system 
service planning effort. A key element of the KCATA transit system is its focus on the downtown 
area. The planning effort recognizes is the need for a downtown circulation plan, and distinguishes 
between service to downtown and service within downtown. The plan will define service design 
guidelines and otherwise configure the transit system for optimal function with available resources.  

 Greater Downtown Area Plan (GDAP) – Kansas City, MO. This plan envisions dense, mixed‐use 
development in the Central Business Corridor. It seeks to maintain downtown as the highest density  
area of the region, as a regional office/employment center, as the center of government, as the 
most important cultural destination, as the center of entertainment, convention, tourism activity, 
and as a significant retail destination. This plan recognizes that development of a transit corridor 
with rail down Main Street or Grand Boulevard is a primary tool to achieve the plan. It also 
recommends a trolley circulator in the downtown to reduce dependence on autos for short trips 
between activity centers and to improve mobility in the downtown. The plan recognizes the need 
for increased connectivity between neighborhoods and activity centers. Transit system 
improvements are required to achieve the Transit‐Oriented Development that is envisioned. The 
plan identified walkability as the first of its five overarching goals, which is only achievable with 
more transit service. 

 Transportation Outlook 2040 – MARC. This regional long‐range transportation plan has a policy 
agenda that is centered on the idea of activity centers and corridors ‐ strategically concentrating 
growth and development. The plan lists “Place  Making” as one of its nine system goals driving 
policy, with such objectives as walkability, density/mixed uses, transportation options, and 
infill/redevelopment.  

 Fixed Guideway Transit Alternatives Analysis – Concurrent with this Downtown Corridor AA Study, 
a separate Alternatives Analysis is being undertaken to evaluate potential commuter rail service 
between the eastern suburbs and downtown Kansas City. The future commuter rail service is being 
planned to intersect with, and be complementary to, the downtown circulator. Success of the 
commuter rail project is highly dependent upon connections to a strong local transit circulation 
system in the downtown.  
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2.3.2 Transportation	
In downtown Kansas City, there are limited linkages between activity centers. The need is to improve 
transportation options for local circulation.1 Transportation and transit problems include: 

 Transit Circulator. There is poor connectivity between downtown activity centers such as (River 
Market, downtown, Crossroads, and Crown Center). Currently, these major destinations are 
geographically separate. Existing transit services, including MAX BRT service are designed to bring 
people to and from downtown, but there are no services designed to facilitate shorter trips within 
the Downtown Corridor. Better service for short trips is needed throughout the day, and also for 
special events such as “First Fridays”, Sprint Center events, and other events throughout the 
downtown. 

 Complete Transit System. Downtown transit service is evolving in conjunction with efforts to 
strengthen the downtown core. The current transit system is not “complete” in that it does not 
serve visitors and convention attendees sufficiently well, it does not provide “last mile” connectivity 
from regional services, either existing or planned).The lack of a strong downtown circulation is a 
major deficiency in the existing system. 

 Improve the Pedestrian Environment and Accessibility. The Downtown Corridor is very auto‐
oriented, with wide streets and few buffers between vehicles and cars, which discourages many 
from walking. The development of a more transit‐oriented environment, especially on one of the 
corridor’s major arterials, will also improve the pedestrian environment and encourage more people 
to walk. 

 Parking. A large amount of land in the Downtown Corridor is devoted to surface parking lots. Better 
downtown transit circulation would connect older buildings that do not have parking with available 
parking structures associated with newer development. This would result in better utilization of the 
available structured parking and reduce the need for surface parking lots. 

 Future Congestion. Without better transit service, auto‐based congestion will increase with the 
projected residential and employment growth. Conversely, better transit would allow the corridor to 
become less auto oriented.  

 Access to Parks and Recreation Facilities. Park resources are concentrated at the ends of the 
downtown corridor. The Riverfront Heritage trail is currently difficult to access because it is 
somewhat isolated and disconnected from the more active parts of the downtown area. A new 
riverfront redevelopment plan is underway that seeks to expand activity in this area. However, 
without improved transit, these areas will be difficult to access without a car. 

2.3.3 Land	Use	and	Economic	Development	
The number of residents and jobs in downtown Kansas City has been declining for many years as the 
region has grown outward. The region’s policy initiatives are focused on supporting reinvestment and 
revitalization of the downtown corridor study area, but surrounding areas are providing significant 

                                                            

1 Refer to Downtown Kansas City Transit Circulation Challenges Memorandum. 
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incentives for businesses to relocate out of downtown. As a result, to complete effectively, Kansas City, 
MO, needs to improve infrastructure and services in the downtown corridor: 

 Keeping Businesses Downtown. Downtown Kansas City needs to retain and expand existing 
businesses and attract new businesses. The market advantages of downtown needs to be improved 
in order to stop business departures, as well as attract new businesses 

 Support New Downtown Activity Centers. A significant amount of development (Sprint Center, 
Power and Light District, Performing Arts Center, etc.) has occurred in recent years that is designed 
to strengthen downtown’s role as the cultural and civic center, and initiate a resurgence in vitality. 
Ongoing, visionary investments are needed to support continuation of this resurgence. 

 Encourage Development and Redevelopment. At the present time many downtown parcels are 
underutilized. The Greater Downtown Area Plan (GDAP) and other downtown planning initiatives 
encourage better utilization of underutilized parcels and surface parking lots, support re‐filling 
empty storefronts and vacant office space, and encourage Transit‐Oriented Development. 
Supporting infrastructure investments and services such as improved Downtown Corridor transit 
services are needed to support these efforts. 

 Attract new Housing and Residents. GDAP has a  goal to double the downtown’s population in 
order to make it a more active, vibrant place with activity from early morning until late at night. 
Supporting infrastructure and services, such as improved Downtown Corridor transit services, will 
also be needed to support attract new residents. 

 Proved a Catalyst for Redevelopment. Catalysts are needed for development and redevelopment. 
Although transit investments such as the MAX BRT system have improved downtown transportation 
options, it has not served as a major catalyst for redevelopment. The development of more 
attractive transit service, such as streetcar service, would be expected to accelerate development 
and redevelopment. 

 Improve Service for Transit‐Dependent Populations. Existing transit services have been designed 
primarily to bring people in and out of downtown from outlying areas, with less emphasis on serving 
local trips within the corridor. A significant number of residents are transit‐dependent, and provision 
of an accessible and affordable downtown transit system with level‐boarding service would better 
serve elderly and transit‐dependent populations in the central area. 

2.4 Goals	and	Objectives	
The goals identified for the study are consistent with the Kansas City region’s vision for the future, and 
form the basis for the Purpose and Need Statement for the Alternatives Analysis study. Each goal has a 
related list of objectives. The objectives provide guidance for attaining each goal, represent successive 
levels of achievement in movement toward the goal, and reflect the expected results achieved during 
the planning horizon for the project. The goals and objectives are the foundation for the project’s 
Purpose and Need Statement and Evaluation Criteria. 
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Goal	1:		CONNECT	–	Enhance	Linkages	in	Downtown	Kansas	City	and	Improve	
Local	Circulation	

Objectives:	

 Provide more focused and easily‐accessed transit options within and between downtown and Crown 
Center. 

 Connect key activity centers and population centers. 

 Develop a transit spine around which existing transit services can be more effectively organized. 

 Expand transit choices and improve local circulation to attract new riders. 

 Serve as an initial “building block” in the region’s desired rail transit system. 

 Enhance mobility throughout the corridor; integrate with other elements of the existing 
transportation system (e.g., transit, automobile, pedestrian, bicycle). 

 Facilitate car‐free travel by residents, employees, and visitors, including convention attendees. 

 Provide effective connections to planned/future commuter rail service. 

 Support future system expansion to other neighborhoods. 

 Develop an initial system with a capital cost and annual operating cost that are financially 
sustainable. 

 Encourage support (conceptual, political, and financial) for transportation solutions from property 
owners near the route, including institutions, businesses, and developers. 

 Facilitate the development of complete streets (roadways designed and operated to enable safe, 
attractive and comfortable access and travel for all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists 
and public transit users of all ages and abilities). 

 Recognize the expressed intent of voters in the downtown area to build a rail system that serves the 
downtown corridor. 

Goal	2:		DEVELOP	–	Support	Local	and	Regional	Economic	Development	Goals	

Objectives:	

 Support existing employment centers in downtown, Crossroads, and the Crown Center/Union 
Station areas. 

 Support existing residential development centers in the River Market, Crossroads and the Crown 
Center/Union Station areas. 

 Spur new development throughout the corridor. 

 Encourage higher‐density, mixed‐use land use patterns consistent with local and regional plans and 
to better support transit. 

 Convert underutilized surface parking lots to transit‐oriented mixed‐use development. 

 Reduce the amount of parking that will be associated with new development. 
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 Minimize impacts of future congestion due to new development and redevelopment in the 
downtown area. 

 Refill empty office buildings. 

Goal	3:		THRIVE	–	Strengthen	Downtown	Districts	and	Urban	Centers	

	Objectives:	

 Enhance quality of life and access to corridor destinations for residents, employees and visitors to 
the downtown area.  

 Support the strength and character of existing neighborhoods; provide access to cultural facilities, 
retail, parks, and entertainment venues. 

 Enhance access to, and the vitality of existing activity centers. 

 Support convention, cultural and special event activities. 

 Support the development of new activity centers in the corridor. 

 Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for transit users, vehicles, bicyclists 
and pedestrians. 

Goal	4:		SUSTAIN	–	Create	an	Environment	that	will	be	Sustainable	Over	Time	

Objectives:	

 Preserve the historic character of the downtown area by supporting the re‐use of vacant and under‐
utilized historic buildings and promote appropriately scaled infill development. 

 Provide more environmentally friendly transportation options. 

 Reduce the amount of space devoted to parking. 

 Reinforce a pattern of development that creates fewer greenhouse gas emissions through higher 
residential densities and lower per capita vehicle miles traveled. 

2.5 Purpose	and	Need	Statement	
For much of the last 20‐plus years, Kansas City’s core, although it remained the most important 
economic engine of the region, has declined as more business and residents have moved to newly 
developing areas surrounding the core, or elsewhere in the region. A major emphasis of many regional 
efforts is to revitalize and grow the core. Improved transit within the Downtown corridor must be an 
essential part of these efforts. 

2.5.1 Statement	of	Purpose	
The purpose of the project is to provide an attractive transit option that will more conveniently connect 
people and places within the Downtown Corridor, and support regional and city efforts to develop and 
redevelop downtown Kansas City and the Downtown Corridor as a more attractive and successful urban 
center. 
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2.5.2 Statement	of	Need	
The need for this project is best expressed through four themes related to mobility and connectivity, 
economic development and growth, community and livability, and sustainability. This project is needed 
to help the downtown corridor connect, develop, thrive, and sustain. 

CONNECT:	Enhance	Linkages	in	Downtown	Kansas	City	and	Improve	Local	Circulation	

In downtown Kansas City, there is a need for enhanced linkages between activity centers to improve 
transportation options for local circulation. Transportation and transit issues include: 

 Improve Circulation within the Downtown Corridor. The 
downtown corridor includes a number of activity centers–River 
Market, downtown, Crossroads, and Crown Center–that are 
geographically isolated. The existing transit system is configured 
to connect core areas with the larger region; the downtown 
portions of these radial routes do not function well as local 
circulators. In particular, the Main Street MAX BRT line serves the 
corridor. However, it was designed primarily to connect the Main 
Street corridor south of Crown Center with Crown Center and 
downtown, rather than provide circulation within the downtown 
corridor. A major function of downtown corridor circulator 
service would be to serve trips within the corridor, including by 
visitors and attendees at special events such as First Fridays, 
Sprint Center events, and conventions. 

 Connect Downtown Activity Centers. Downtown Kansas City is 
the home of numerous regional activity centers. As the core of 
the region, it is the logical and established cultural and civic 
center. Recent developments (Sprint Center, Power and Light 
District, Performing Arts Center, etc.) have reinforced 
downtown’s regional prominence and have initiated a 
resurgence in the study area’s vitality. Ongoing, complementary 
transit investments that serve the particular mobility needs of 
this urban community are needed to sustain this resurgence. 

 Enhance and Integrate Multimodal Transportation Options. 
There is a need to further the goals of transit system integration, 
complement the existing bus and MAX systems, provide “last 
mile” connectivity for regional transit trips, provide distribution 
for future commuter rail, provide circulation for visitor and 
convention attendees, and, reduce the need for short auto trips 
in the downtown area. 

 Improve Effectiveness and Efficiency of Existing Transit Services. Service in downtown is overly 
complex (see Figure 2‐2), and downtown corridor service could provide the spine for an overall 
restructuring of downtown and corridor services. An effective and easily understood downtown 
circulator route could improve the usability of the larger transit system. 

Figure 2‐4:  Complexity of Existing
Downtown Transit Service 
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 Improve the Pedestrian Environment and Accessibility. Increased walkability and pedestrian 
activity is a key goal in the downtown area. Even relatively short trips along this corridor are now 
often taken by automobile. Additional transportation options need to be developed that would 
encourage more walking throughout the study area. 

 Access to Parks and Recreation Facilities. Park resources are generally concentrated at the ends of 
the downtown corridor. The Riverfront Heritage trail is currently difficult to access because it is 
somewhat isolated and disconnected from the more active parts of the downtown area. A new 
riverfront redevelopment plan is underway that seeks to expand activity in this area, and as new 
residential projects re‐fill the downtown core, 
residents will need access to these parks. 

DEVELOP:	Support	Local	and	Regional	
Economic	Development	Goals	

Employment and housing has steadily declined in 
downtown Kansas City for decades, from a high of 
over 90,000 residents in the 1950s to under 20,000 
in 2000. Still, the downtown corridor remains home 
to the greatest concentration of transportation, 
employment, medical, educational, visitor and 
cultural facilities in the Kansas City metro area, and 
the corridor’s economic health and vitality are 
important to the entire metro area. The past decade has seen major investments begin to transform 
(and restore) the downtown area into an attractive and vibrant destination (see graphic below). These 
significant investments need to be coupled with the return of residents and services to the downtown 
area. In recent years, housing stock and population in the downtown corridor have increased (2010 
population was 22,576) even while the City as a whole has experienced decreases.  
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However, the ability for these positive trends to continue is hampered by excessive dependence on 
automobile travel with resulting issues of parking supply and policies (described more fully below). 
Much of the redevelopment to date could be described as “urban, but automobile‐dependent.” 
Continuation of redevelopment with high automobile mode usage will be counterproductive. In 
addition, recent significant incentives offered by the State of Kansas have caused some key businesses 
to move out of the downtown and across the state line, undermining some of the progress that has 
been made. Meanwhile, the region’s policy initiatives are focused on supporting reinvestment, 
revitalization and a high‐quality pedestrian environment in the study area. An integrated transit system 
in the urban core will improve mobility, economic development and community livability from both the 
local and regional perspectives, serving the people who live, work, and visit here, and reinforcing the 
positive trends now beginning to reverse previous decline.  

Land use and economic issues in the corridor include: 

 Encourage Development and Redevelopment. The Greater Downtown Area Plan and other 
downtown planning initiatives encourage better utilization of underutilized parcels and surface 
parking lots, support re‐filling empty storefronts and vacant office space, and encourage Transit‐
Oriented Development. 

 Provide Catalyst for Redevelopment. Public infrastructure investments are needed as a catalyst for 
development and redevelopment of vacant and underutilized parcels. Although transit investments 
such as the MAX BRT system have improved downtown transportation options, fixed‐guideway 
transit has been shown to also serve as a catalyst for redevelopment, which traditional bus transit 
generally cannot accomplish.  

 Increase Number of Downtown Residents. The Greater Downtown Area Plan’s goal is to double the 
downtown population, which will require building more housing as well as replacing housing that 
has been lost.  

 Support Downtown’s Historical Urban Fabric and Form. Downtown 
Kansas City was built around a vibrant streetcar system. From the late 
1890s to the mid 1940s, with peak annual ridership of 136 million in 
1922, streetcars were the predominant mode of transportation, and 
literally shaped the downtown’s urban form. Hence, much of the 
downtown area was laid out with streetcar‐based transportation in 
mind, and is “under‐parked” for access by automobile, and 
transportation options should support and respect this pattern of 
urbanism. 

 Support Transit‐Oriented Development/ Minimize the Need for Parking. Parking policies in 
downtown Kansas City do not currently support the residential/ employment density envisioned by 
future plans. Currently, new development must be accompanied by parking ratios that reflect an 
automobile‐dominated transportation system. Transit planning in the downtown area needs to be 
better integrated with parking policy to result in more efficient use of land and recognition of 
walking and transit as primary transportation modes downtown. As the Study Area develops and 
redevelops, improved downtown corridor transit service can significantly reduce the need for 
additional parking and attendant automobile traffic and traffic congestion increases. 

Walnut Street in the late 1910s 
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THRIVE:		Strengthen	Downtown	Districts	and	Urban	Centers	

 Strengthen Downtown Districts and Urban Centers. The downtown corridor comprises a “string” of 
distinct districts or centers. Each has a unique character; each is only partially realized since 
significant redevelopment opportunities remain in each as well: 

 The Crown Center/Union Station area contains a mixture of major regional institutions and 
attractions, including Union Station, the World War I Museum, Penn Valley Park, the existing 
Crown Center and major additions to it now under development including the Sea Life Aquarium 
and Legoland Discovery Center, as well as a small amount of housing. 

 The Crossroads District is a very urban, but lower‐scale mixed use neighborhood, with a lively 
mixture of art galleries and arts‐related businesses, housing, restaurants and small employers. 

 The Sprint Center/Power & Light District is a major attractor, with large and small civic and 
cultural facilities and community gathering places, as well as restaurants, retail and 
entertainment businesses. 

 The downtown core is, as noted above, the historic center of office employment for the region 
for both the private and public sectors. 

 The River Market district is both an urban residential neighborhood and the venue for the 
region’s largest public market, with additional attractions and smaller businesses in the mix as 
well. 

 Support Existing Businesses. The development of a stronger downtown corridor will increase 
business activity, which will increase business for existing enterprises, encourage existing businesses 
to stay, and attract new business. 

 Provide Additional Services for Residents. At present, because there are now relatively few 
residents in the corridor, there are also relatively few services aimed at residents. The development 
of a stronger downtown corridor that attracts more residents will also attract new services for 
existing and added residents. 

 Support Visitor and Tourism Activities. Most of the region’s 
convention and tourism assets are in the Study Area. Kansas City’s 
existing public transit system is designed around employment, and 
additional mobility options are needed to connect convention 
facilities, entertainment venues and hotels, which otherwise 
require short auto/taxi trips. 

 Avoid Future Congestion. Auto‐based congestion will increase with 
the planned residential and employment growth, if it is developed with parking ratios typical for 
“urban, but automobile‐dependent” development. However, auto‐based capacity improvements 
involving new right‐of‐way are impractical due to physical constraints and would be counter‐
productive to the downtown goals. 

 Serve Transit‐Dependent Populations. As housing increases in downtown, transit‐dependent 
populations (including the elderly and those with disabilities) will locate close to accessible 
transportation if it is available. Provision of an accessible downtown transit system with level‐
boarding service would attract elderly and transit‐dependent populations to the central area. 

Bartle Hall Convention Center 
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SUSTAIN:	Create	an	Environment	that	will	be	Sustainable	Over	Time.	

Downtown planning points to a need to create an environment that will promote long‐term sustainable 
development, with development patterns that are less automobile‐oriented and support environmental 
goals. Achieving a more transit‐oriented pattern of development as redevelopment occurs will 
significantly reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled, the most significant contributor to greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

2.6 Evaluation	Criteria		
The evaluation process for this AA study included two levels of screening of alternatives. Tier 1 
examined a variety of north‐south alignments in downtown Kansas City to determine which alignments 
could best serve the transit needs, but was mode‐neutral. The Tier 2 screening examined mode (bus and 
rail) and alignment (on Main Street and Grand Boulevard) alternatives (the most promising alignments 
resulting from the Tier 1 screening). 

Both the Tier 1 and the Tier 2 evaluation criteria were developed from the Purpose and Need Statement 
and the supporting Goals and Objectives. These were all organized around four themes and project 
goals that included: 

 Connect: Enhance linkages in downtown Kansas City and improve local circulation 

 Develop: Support local and regional economic development goals 

 Thrive: Strengthen downtown districts and urban centers  

 Sustain: Create an environment that will be sustainable over the long term 

The Purpose and Need Statement includes a series of objectives related to each project goal. These 
objectives guided the development of a series of evaluation criteria that were used in both the Tier 1 
and Tier 2 evaluation processes. The criteria further defined each objective and support evaluation of 
the alignments and alternatives against the stated goals in a transparent and understandable manner. 
These evaluation criteria, grouped by study goal, are listed in Table 2‐1, on the following page. 
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Table 2‐3:  Kansas City Downtown Corridor Evaluation Criteria 
for Tier 1 and Tier 2 Evaluation of Alternatives  

CONNECT:	Enhance	Linkages	in	Downtown	Kansas	City	and	Improve	Local	Circulation	
Objective	 Evaluation	Criteria Presentation
 Improve circulation within 

the downtown Corridor 
 Improve transportation 

options 

 Ability to provide “last mile connectivity” 
 Connections with existing transit 

system 
 Potential connections to future services 

(regional rail) 

Tier 1 
 Discussion of connections with other existing transit services 
 Discussion of intermodal connections 
 Discussion of potential connections with future services such as regional 

rail 
 Improve connections 

between existing 
downtown activity centers 

 Number of activity centers served 
 Quality of transit connections between 

activity centers and alignment  

Tier 1 
 Number of activity centers within ¼ mile of proposed alignment  and 

stations 
Tier 2 
 Number of activity centers within ¼ mile of proposed alignment and 

stations 
 Walking times to/from major activity centers 

 Improve pedestrian and 
bicycle environment 

 Quality of pedestrian and bicycle 
connections 
 Potential for improvements to 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure 

Tier 1 
 Current primary road configuration 
 Discussion of quality of bicycle and pedestrian connections 
 Qualitative assessment of potential for future improvements 
Tier 2 
 Quality of bicycle and pedestrian environment and facilities  
 

DEVELOP:	Support	Local	and	Regional	Economic	Development	Goals
Objective	 Evaluation	Criteria Presentation
 Support development and 

redevelopment 
 Provide catalyst for new 

development and 
redevelopment 

 Comparisons of existing economic 
conditions and current growth 
trends 

 Capacity for future growth 
 Economic development potential 

Tier 1 
 Existing conditions and current growth trends: 
 Square feet of vacant land within ¼ mile of alignment 
 Current value of developed and vacant land within ¼ mile of alignment 
 Improvement potential of vacant parcels within ¼ mile, including large 

parcels 
Tier 2 
 Existing conditions and current growth trends: 
 Employee, population, and housing growth 
 Projection of medium term development capacity of alternative 
 Comparison of maximum projected increases in market value in next 15 

years 
 Qualitative assessment of downtown real estate market and economic 

development potential 
 Increase number of 

downtown residents 
 Vacant land suitable for residential 

redevelopment 
Tier 2 
 Qualitative assessment of downtown real estate market and economic 

development potential 
 Support larger "catalyst" 

development projects 
 Significant concentrations of 

vacant and re-developable parcels 
Tier 1 
 Number and acres of large parcels (>1 acre) within ¼ mile of alignment 
Tier 2 
 Qualitative assessment of downtown real estate market and economic 

development potential 
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THRIVE:	Strengthen	Downtown	Districts	and	Urban	Centers
Objective	 Evaluation	Criteria Presentation
 Support existing residential 

and employment centers  
 Connections with residential and 

employment centers  
Tier 1 
 Population and employment within ¼ mile of alignment 
Tier 2 
 Population, employment, and households within ¼ mile of stations 

 Support visitor and special 
event activities 

 Proximity to visitor and special 
event venues 

Tier 1 
 Major hotels, hotels room, special event venues, and attendance within ¼ 

mile of alignment  
Tier 2 
 Major hotels, hotels room, special event venues, and attendance within ¼ 

mile of stations 
 Improve service to transit 

dependent populations 
 Number of low income and zero-

vehicle  households, and the 
minority, elderly, and disabled 
population with access to high 
capacity transit 

Tier 1 
 Number of low-income and zero-vehicle households within ¼ mile of 

alignment 
 Minority, elderly, and disabled population within ¼ mile of alignment 
Tier 2 
 (This criterion was not carried forward as Tier 1 indicated few differences) 

 Incorporate public and 
stakeholder input 

 Strong support/opposition from 
affected populations 

Tier 1 
 Inventory and summary of public comment about individual alignments 
Tier 2 

Same as Tier 1 
SUSTAIN: Create	an	Environment	that	Will	be	Sustainable	Over	the	Long	Term
Objective	 Evaluation	Criteria Presentation
 Develop cost effective 

transit solutions 
 Improve effectiveness and 

efficiency of existing transit 
service 

 Optimize return on public 
investment 

 Potential to improve effectiveness 
and efficiency of existing transit 
service 

 Ridership 
 Operating costs 
 Capital Costs 
 User benefits 
 Cost-effectiveness 

Tier 1 
 Ability to provide strong transit spine 
Tier 2 
 Ridership 
 Operating costs 
 Capital costs 
 User benefits 
 Cost effectiveness: 

- Cost per new corridor transit rider 
- Cost per hour of user benefits 

 Provide reliable transit 
service 

 Ability to provide dependable 
service without gaps 

Tier 1 
 Number of partial and full day street closures 
Tier 2 
 Same as Tier 1 

 Convert surface parking to 
higher value uses 

 Surface and structured parking 
available 

Tier 2 
 Acres of surface and structured parking within ¼ mile of alignment 
 Qualitative assessment of redevelopment potential 

 Impact on utilities and their 
potential need for 
modification or relocation 

 Location, size, and number of utility 
lines 

 Negative impacts on 
communication lines 

 Utility impact score 
 Alignment ranking from major communication companies 

 Provide sustainable 
funding for corridor 
improvements and 
operations 

 Potential to attract diverse set of 
private and public sector funding  

Tier 2 
 Description of funding strategies 

 Minimize/mitigate impacts 
on natural and historic 
resources  

 Improve air quality 

 Impacts on natural resources 
 Impacts on air quality 
 Impacts on historic resources 

Tier 2 
 Assessment of traffic impacts (positive and negative) on corridor vehicular 

travel 
 Inventory and assessment of impacts on natural resources within ¼ mile 

of each alignment 
 Inventory and assessment of impact on historic resources within ¼ mile of 

each alignment 
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3. Alternatives Considered 

3.1 Introduction	
As described in Chapter 1, this downtown corridor AA is one of a series of efforts undertaken to examine 
improved transit service in the downtown corridor. Most recently, in 2008 and 2009, KCATA conducted 
the North‐South Alternatives Analysis that examined the development of a regional light rail system that 
would have included service through the downtown corridor. That study never selected an LPA because 
a proposed sales tax initiative that would have funded the system failed, which made the selection of an 
LPA moot. However, that study did develop a short‐list of five downtown corridor alignments, all of 
which were on existing roadways or short sections of new rights‐of‐way, and could be used by streetcar, 
enhanced bus, or regular bus service. 

Typically, Alternatives Analyses such as this consist of the development of a Tier 1 “long‐list” of 
alternatives that are screened to a short‐list of Tier 2 alternatives that are then evaluated in detail. 
However, in the case of the alignments identified in the North‐South AA, all could be used equally well 
by any modes, as could other parallel streets that were raised as potential alignments in the initial 
phases of this study. As a result, to take advantage of the earlier work and to expedite the process, the 
approach used in this study was to use the Tier 1 screening to shortlist alignments, and then to develop 
Tier 2 alternatives that consisted of different combinations of modes and the shortlisted alignments. 
Consistent with that approach, this chapter describes the Tier 1 alignments and the Tier 2 alternatives. 

3.2 Tier	1	Alignments	
Seven different alignments were identified and evaluated during Tier 1. They consisted of four “bi‐
directional” alignments in which service would operate in both directions on the same street, and three 
“couplet” alignments in which service would operate northbound along one street, and southbound 
along a parallel street. In the case of streetcar service, the couplet alternatives were viewed as a 
possible way to expand development‐related benefits from one street to two. The seven alignments 
evaluated included (see also Figure 3‐1 and Figure 3‐2): 

Bi‐directional	Alignments	

 Grand Boulevard 

 Main Street 

 Walnut Street 

 Baltimore Avenue 

Couplet	Alignments	

 Grand Boulevard/Walnut Street 

 Walnut Street/Main Street 

 Main Street/Baltimore Avenue 
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Figure 3‐1:  Tier 1 Bi‐Directional Alignments 
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Figure 3‐2:  Tier 1 Couplet Alignments 
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All alignments would run from a northern terminus at 3rd Street near Grand Boulevard in the River 
Market District2 to a southern terminus at Union Station or Crown Center. All alignments would also 
serve the heart of downtown, Crossroads, and Crown Center. 

Finally, along with each primary alignment were multiple alignment options at the north and south ends. 
At the north end, between Admiral Boulevard and 3rd and Grand, three different alignments were 
considered, which were Delaware Street, through River Market, and Grand Boulevard. At the south end, 
service could terminate at either Union Station or Crown Center. Furthermore, at Crown Center, service 
could terminate on Pershing Road or Grand Boulevard. 

Alignment	1:		Grand	Boulevard	

Alignment 1 would operate between Union Station or Crown Center east on Pershing Road, and then 
between Crown Center and the Financial District via Grand Boulevard. From the Financial District, 
service would most likely operate to 3rd and Grand directly via Grand Boulevard or through River 
Market (the feasibility of which was investigated during the Tier 2 analysis).  

This alignment would serve one of the corridor’s two major streets, as well as the Sprint Center. Grand 
Boulevard would bring service closest to the Federal District but farthest from the Convention Center 
and Kauffman Center. 

Alignment	2:	Main	Street	

Alignment 2 would begin service at either Crown Center or Union Station in the same manner as 
Alignment 1. It would then operate directly along Main Street to the Financial District. From the 
Financial District, it would operate to 3rd and Grand in a manner similar to Alignment 1, via one of three 
options: 

 North on Delaware Street to east on 3rd Street 

 East on Admiral Boulevard, north on Walnut Street through River Market, and east on 3rd Street 

 East on Admiral Boulevard, north on Walnut Street, east on Missouri Street, and north on Grand 
Boulevard 

This alignment would operate on the second of the corridor’s two main streets and through the center 
of the downtown core. It would split the distance between the Sprint Center and the Convention Center 
and Kauffman Center, and directly connect with KCATA’s 10th and Main transit center. However, Main 
Street is farther to the west of the Federal District. 

Alignment	3:	Walnut	Street	

Alignment 3 would operate between Crown Center or Union Station and River Market primarily along 
Walnut Street. If service began at Crown Center, it would operate west on Pershing Road, north on Main 

                                                            

2 Note, however, that if the Regional Rail AA, which is being conducted concurrently with this AA, recommends that regional 

commuter rail service operate to the River Market area, then the northern terminus would be extended north along Grand 
Boulevard to the railroad tracks to provide connections between the two services. 
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Street, and north on Walnut Street to the Financial District. If service began at Union Station, it would 
start on Main Street along the side of Union Station near the entrance to The LINK and would operate 
north on Main Street to Walnut Street. From the Financial District, service would operate via one of 
three alignments: 

 West on Admiral Boulevard, north on Delaware Street, and east on 3rd Street 

 North on Walnut Street through River Market to east on 3rd Street 

 North on Walnut Street, east on Missouri Street and north on Grand Boulevard. 

This alignment would “split the difference” between Grand Boulevard and Main Street, which are the 
corridor’s two primary streets. 

Alignment	4:	Baltimore	Avenue	

Alignment 4 would operate mostly along Baltimore Avenue, plus Main Street along its southern and 
northern ends. Service would begin at either Crown Center or Union Station in the same manner as 
Alignment 2. Then, from Union Station, it would operate north on Main Street, west on 20th Street, 
north on Baltimore Avenue, east on 10th Street past the 10th and Main transit center, and then north on 
Main Street. From the Financial District, it would operate to 3rd and Grand along the same potential 
alignments as Alignment 3 Main Street. 

This Alignment would provide service along the west side of the corridor, closest to existing residential 
neighborhoods, the Convention Center, and the Kauffman Center. However, it would be farthest from 
the Federal District and the Sprint Center. 

Alignment	5:	Grand	Boulevard/Walnut	Street	

Alignment 5 would primarily operate northbound on Grand Boulevard and southbound on Walnut 
Street (which would require that Walnut Street be converted to two‐way traffic, or that its direction be 
reversed from northbound to southbound). Northbound service would operate in the same manner as 
Alignment 1 from either Union Station or Crown Center east on Pershing Road, north on Grand 
Boulevard to the Financial District, and then through River Market to 3rd and Grand. 

Southbound service would operate from 3rd and Grand either south on Grand Boulevard to west on 
Missouri Street to Walnut Street or west on 3rd Street to south though River Market to Walnut Street. It 
would then operate south on Walnut Street, east on 20th Street, south on Grand Boulevard, and then 
along Grand Boulevard and Pershing Road back to its southern terminal. 

This couplet alignment would provide similar service as a combination of Alignments 1 and 2, and would 
focus service toward the eastern side of the corridor. 

Alignment	6:	Walnut	Street/Main	Street	

Alignment 6 would primarily operate northbound on Walnut Street and southbound on Main Street. 
Northbound service would operate in the same manner as Alignment 2 and southbound service would 
operate in the same manner as Alignment 3. 
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This couplet alignment would provide similar service as a combination of Alignments 2 and 3, and would 
focus service toward the middle of the corridor. 

Alignment	7:	Main	Street/Baltimore	Avenue	

Alignment 7 would primarily operate northbound on Main Street and southbound on Baltimore Avenue. 
Northbound service would operate in the same manner as Alignment 3 and southbound service would 
operate in the same manner as Alignment 4. 

This couplet alignment would provide similar service as a combination of Alignments 3 and 4, and would 
focus service toward the western side of the corridor. 

3.3 Tier	2	Alternatives	
As described in detail in Section 4.1, the Tier 1 screening process recommended further study of the 
Grand Boulevard and Main Street Alignments. For these two alignments, modal alternatives were 
further developed and evaluated in the Tier 2 Screening. For the Tier 2 evaluation, the alternatives were 
developed as follows: 

 The Build alternatives examined streetcar service along Grand Boulevard and Main Street. The 
examination of streetcar service was the impetus for the study, and financial limitations precluded 
the evaluation of more expensive options such as a more extensive light rail system. The two Build 
Alternatives–Grand Boulevard Streetcar and Main Street Streetcar–are shown in Figure 3‐3. 

 The No Build alternative, which is consistent with FTA procedures, consisted of existing transit 
services plus those improvements that are currently planned for future implementation. Changes 
that are planned and would be made in any event are those that are currently being planned as part 
of KCATA’s Comprehensive Service Analysis (CSA). 

The TSM (enhanced bus) alternatives, which are consistent with FTA procedures, were defined to consist 

of lower‐cost bus alternatives (when compared to the Streetcar Build alternatives) that would still 

produce meaningful service improvements. The TSM alternatives would provide high‐quality, or 

“Enhanced Bus” service along Grand Boulevard and Main Street. The two TSM Alternatives–Grand 

Boulevard Enhanced Bus ‐ and Main Street Enhanced Bus – are shown in Figure 3‐4. 

Key elements of the alternatives are summarized in Table 3–1 and described in the following sections. 
To the greatest extent possible, the Streetcar and Enhanced Bus alternatives were designed to provide 
as similar service as possible, while also taking advantage of the unique characteristics of each. 
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Figure 3‐3:  Tier 2 Streetcar Alignments and Station Locations 
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Figure 3‐4:  Tier 2 Enhanced Bus Alignments and Stop Locations 
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Table 3–1:  Major Features of Tier 2 Alternatives

	 No‐Build	 Build:	Streetcar TSM:	Enhanced	Bus
Vehicle 
Technology 

Existing mix of MAX and 
local bus service 

Modern streetcar MAX-style buses 

Stations Existing MAX stations 
and local bus stops 

Similar to enhanced bus but with 
longer shelter and platform 
lengths, and on-vehicle ticketing 

MAX-like stations and 
amenities plus off-vehicle 
ticketing 

Operations Continuation of existing 
bus routes with CSA 
improvements 

Operation on existing streets, 
primarily in mixed traffic 

Operation on existing 
streets, primarily in mixed 
traffic 

Station  
Locations 

Existing locations only Approximately every two blocks Approximately every two 
blocks 

Transit  
Priority 

Peak period bus lanes in 
some areas along Main 
Street MAX 

 Bulb outs at some side 
station locations 

 Limited sections of streetcar 
only operation 

 Traffic signal priority at some 
intersections 

 Separate streetcar signal 
phases at some intersections 

 Queue jump lanes at 
signalized intersections 

 Limited areas with bus 
only lanes 

 Traffic signal priority at 
some intersections 

Roadway 
and Traffic 
Changes 

Existing traffic 
configurations 
maintained (which 
includes peak period bus 
lanes in some areas) 

 For the Main Street 
alternative, Main Street 
converted to 2 lanes in each 
direction 

 On both Main and Grand, left 
turns prohibited at some 
intersections 

For the Main Street 
alternative, Main Street 
converted to 2 lanes in each 
direction with center left-turn 
lane south of the Loop 

Source: Nelson\Nygaard, October 2011. 
 

3.4 Overview	of	Modern	Streetcar	Service	
Modern streetcar service, as the name implies, would consist of rail service provided with modern 
streetcars (see Figure 3‐5). This service would be similar to light rail service but with the following 
differences: 

 Service would be provided with single‐vehicle trains 

 Service would largely operate in mixed traffic 

 Stations would be spaced more closely (due to the circulator nature of the service) 

 Stations would be smaller in scale (largely due to the shorter train length) 

However, even with these differences, the basic infrastructure (such as rails, overhead wires, stations, 
etc) would be the similar as for light rail. As a result, in the future, light rail service from outer locations 
could also operate along the streetcar tracks. 
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Figure 3‐5:  Portland and Seattle Modern Streetcar Service 

    
Source:  www.flickr.com/photos/sp8254/2681192785; www.milwaukeeconnector.com/vehicles.html 

Modern	Streetcar	Vehicles	

Modern streetcars are single‐unit low‐floor vehicles with articulated sections that allow them to 
navigate tight turns (see Figure 3‐6). They typically carry approximately 30 seated passengers and 100 
standing passengers; this configuration is common because most trips are short and standing is often 
convenient. They also have interior room for on‐board fare vending and bicycles. 

Modern streetcars are typically powered by overhead catenary, although some can travel for short 
distances using battery power. (New technologies are now under development that would allow for 
underground power supply, but there are none in production or operation yet.) The vehicles are 
designed for in‐street mixed‐traffic operation and can also operate in exclusive environments. 

 

Figure 3‐6:  Modern Streetcar Vehicle (Kinkisharyo AmeriTram and United Streetcar) 

    
Source:  Kinkisharyo; Wikipedia 
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Streetcar	Stations	

Streetcar stations are generally of a similar scale as bus stops, with similar length platforms (because the 
platforms do not need to extend the full length of the vehicles) and facilities. As illustrated in Figure 3‐7, 
Portland’s streetcar stops are relatively basic, and Tacoma’s are more elaborate. For this study , it is 
assumed that facilities for both streetcar and enhanced bus services would be similar to KCATA’s MAX 
station facilities (as illustrated below in the Enhanced Bus section). 

Figure 3‐7:  Portland Bulb‐Out Station and Tacoma Side Platform Station 

    
Sources:  Light Rail Now; Transportation Choices Blog (http://www.lightrailnow.org/news/n_000007.htm ) 

The layout and design of a individual stations would be dependent on a number of factors including: 

 The location of the stop in the roadway (curbside or median) 

 The location of the stop with respect to an intersection (near or far‐side) 

 The dimensions and configuration of the streetcar vehicle, including presence of doors and ADA 
boarding locations 

 The availability of space (including sidewalk) behind the street curbs and within the right of way 

 Station facilities 

 The presence or absence of on‐street parking at the site of the stop 

 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible Design 

 State/local codes and regulations 

 
Minimum platform lengths will need to match the low‐floor boarding area from the first door to the last 
door. The length can vary among streetcar manufacturers, but most stations require 60 to 70 feet of 
length. Curbside stations require about eight feet of width and bi‐directional median stations require 
about 10 feet of width. For curbside stations, that width can be provided through curb bulb‐outs or 
through use of the sidewalk. Platform heights are typically 14 inches. 
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Streetcar	Operations	

Streetcar service would operate in mixed‐traffic in nearly all areas. Exceptions would be at the two 
terminals along Pershing Road and the terminal stub at 3rd and Grand in the River Market. As described 
in more detail in the description of individual alternatives, depending upon the alternative and street 
segment, streetcar service would be either curb or center running. 

Stop	Locations	

Stops would be located approximately every two blocks, at the approximate locations presented below 
in the description of the individual alternatives. 

Transit	Priority	

Three different types of transit priority could be used: 

 Exclusive rights‐of‐ways at the terminal locations (on Pershing Road and 3rd and Grand). 

 Transit signal priority at key intersections. Signal priority could be used to hold lights green for 
approaching streetcars and shorten red times for streetcars stopped at intersections. Signal priority 
locations that could be used have not yet been defined. These would be defined as the design is 
advanced.  

 Separate signal phases at intersections where streetcars would need to operate across general 
traffic lanes. 

Fare	Collection	

Streetcar fare collection could be via ticket purchases from ticket machines on the Streetcar Vehicles or 
at the stations; or a free fare system could be used. Typical onboard ticket vending machines and 
validators are shown on Figure 3‐8).  

Figure 3‐8:  On‐Board Ticket Vending Machine and Fare Validator 

 
Source:  Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Automated_Fare_Collection_System)  

Ticket Vending Machine 

Ticket Validator
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3.5 Overview	of	Enhanced	Bus	Service	
Enhanced Bus service would consist of high‐quality bus service that would provide similar service as 
Streetcar service. Its physical attributes would be very similar to existing Main Street and Troost MAX 
service, but it would serve short trips within the downtown corridor. In summary: 

 Service would be provided with Diesel‐Electric Hybrid BRT buses. 

 Stations would be similar to Main Street and Troost MAX stations. 

 Stations would be spaced approximately every two blocks. 

Enhanced	Bus	Vehicles	

Enhanced Bus service could use a similar vehicle as KCATA’s new Troost BRT service, which are 42‐foot 
hybrid diesel‐electric BRT vehicles (see Figure 3‐9). 

 

Figure 3‐9:  KCATA MAX Hybrid BRT Vehicle 

    
Source:  KCATA; Gillig 

	

Stations	

Enhanced Bus stations would be similar to KCATA’s MAX station facilities (see Figure 3‐10). These 
stations have attractive shelters, seating, pillars that make the station easy to locate and identify, and 
real‐time passenger information. 
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Figure 3‐10:  Main Street and Troost MAX Stations 

    
Source:  KCATA 

Enhanced	Bus	Operations	

With limited exceptions (as described in the description of the individual alternatives) Enhanced Bus 
service would operate in mixed‐traffic. 

Station	Locations	

Stations would be located approximately every two blocks, at the approximate locations described 
below in the description of the individual alternatives. 

Transit	Priority	

Two different types of transit priority could be used for the downtown corridor transit options: 

 Queue jump lanes at signalized intersections to reduce signal‐related delays would include special 
lanes that allow buses to bypass congested intersections. As illustrated in Figure 3‐11, they can allow 
buses to use curbside lanes, including right turn lanes, to bypass congestion in general traffic lanes. 
Queue jump lanes can also be used in conjunction with transit signal priority through which buses 
are given a green light slightly before the general traffic lanes. 

 Transit signal priority at key intersections (similar intersections as with streetcar service). Signal 
priority would hold lights green for approaching vehicles and shorten red times for vehicles stopped 
at intersections. 
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Figure 3‐11:  Queue Jump Lane Example 

 
Source:  Valley Transit Authority BRT Service Design Guidelines 

 

Fare	Collection	

Since buses do not have the same amount of interior room as streetcars, and to avoid boarding delays, 
passengers would purchase tickets from ticket vending machines located at the stations rather than as 
they board the bus (see Figure 3‐12). 

Figure 3‐12:  Typical Off‐Vehicle Vending Machines:  Everett, WA and the Bronx, NY 

    
Source:  Community Transit (Flyertalk.co ) 

Ticket Vending Machine 
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3.6 Description	of	Tier	2	Alternatives	

3.6.1 No	Build	Alternative	
KCATA currently operates 12 north‐south routes between Crown Center and the Financial District with 
the highest quality and most frequent service provided by Main Street MAX. Main Street MAX mostly 
operates on Main Street but also deviates off Main Street to provide service directly to the Convention 
Center and east‐west service through the Financial and Government Districts. Other north‐south 
services are concentrated on Main Street, Walnut Street, and Grand Boulevard. Johnson County Transit 
also operates bus service on various streets in the study area.  

Johnson County Transit (The Jo) provides eleven commuter 
routes from various origins to Downtown Kansas City, Missouri, 
as shown in Figure 3‐13. Once they reach the downtown area, 
those routes travel along four different alignments. All Johnson 
County Transit routes approach from the south on I‐35. Three of 
the four alignments use Main Street as a major north‐south 
spine through the downtown area. 

As can be seen in Figure 3‐14 and Table 3–2, KCATA’s current 
downtown services are complex; KCATA is working to better 
rationalize the service. KCATA is currently completing a 
Comprehensive Service Analysis of all of its Kansas City, Missouri 
routes, and that study is expected to produce improvements to 
most KCMO bus services. In some cases, these improvements 
may result in the consolidation of some services between Crown 
Center and the Financial District, including Route 57 South Oak, 
which is the local service counterpart to Main Street MAX, with 
Main Street MAX in order to provide more frequent midday and 
evening Main Street MAX service. The specific changes that are 
being considered as part of the Comprehensive Service  Analysis 
are still being determined and will not be finalized until early 
2012.  

 

   

Figure 3‐13:  Johnson County Transit 
Routes in downtown Kansas City 
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Figure 3‐14:  Map of Existing KCATA Downtown Corridor Bus Service 
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Table 3–2:  Existing KCATA Bus Routes Serving Crown Center and Downtown Kansas City 

Route	Name/Number	
Routing	into	
Downtown	

Destination	in	
Downtown	KCMO	

Frequency
Peak	 Base

Main Street MAX Main 3rd/Grand Park and Ride 10 15 

Route 57 South Oak Walnut/Main 3rd/Grand Park and Ride 30 60 

Route 53 Armour-Swope Park Grand Admiral/McGee 15-30 30-60 

Route 54 Armour-Paseo Grand Admiral/McGee 15-30 30-60 

Route 28 Blue Ridge Grand 8th/Main 20* 40 

Route 51 Broadway Grand/Main 10th/Main 20-30 45 

Route 55 Rockhill Grand/Oak Admiral/McGee 3 trips**  

Route 69X Liberty Express Grand AM/Walnut PM 8th/Walnut 2 trips**  

Route 142 North Oak Walnut inbound 
Grand outbound 

Grand/Admiral 20 60 

Route 152 Lee’s Summit Raytown Grand 10th/Main 4 trips**  

Route 170 Blue Springs Express Grand Grand/10th 4 trips*  

Route 471 71 Highway Express Grand Pershing/Grand 5 trips*  

Notes:  *Southbound only; ** Peak direction and peak hour only 
 

3.6.2 Grand	Boulevard	Streetcar	Alternative	
As illustrated in Figure 3‐3, and for the purpose of the Tier 2 analysis, the Grand Boulevard Streetcar 
Alternative transit service would operate from Crown Center to River Market along Pershing Road and 
Grand Boulevard. In combination with the streetcar elements described above, key features of this 
alternative would include: 

Alignment/Operations:  From south to north, two‐way streetcar service would operate within a single 
stub end track along Pershing Road. Between Pershing Road and I‐70, streetcar service would operate in 
the center lanes of Grand Boulevard. Between I‐70 and 3rd and Grand, streetcar service would operate 
within the single lane of travel in each direction. 

Stations:  Stations would be spaced approximately every two blocks as show in Table 3–3. 

Table 3–3:  Grand Boulevard Streetcar Alternative Potential Station Locations 

Station	 Location
Union Station Pershing at Grand 

Crown Center  Grand at Pershing 

Crossroads South Grand at 20th 

Crossroads  Grand at 18th 

Crossroads North  Grand at 16th 

Sprint Center/Power & Light  Grand at 13th 

Government District  Grand at 11th 

North Loop Grand at 9th 

River Market Grand at 5th 

3rd & Grand  Grand at 3rd 
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Service Levels:  For the Tier 2 analysis, it was assumed that the Grand Boulevard streetcar service would 
operate seven days a week, with service from 6:00 am to 12:00 midnight Monday through Thursday, 
from 6:00 am to 2:00 am on Fridays and Saturdays, and from 8:00 am to 9:00 pm on Sundays (see Table 
3–4). Service would operate every 10 minutes except on weekdays after 9:00 pm and on Sundays, when 
it would operate every 20 minutes. 

Table 3–4:  Grand Boulevard Streetcar Alternative Span of Service and Frequencies 

	Day	/	Service	Hours	 Service Frequency (minutes)
Monday - Thursday  

   6 am - 9 pm 10 

   9 pm - 12 pm 20 

Friday and Saturday  

   6 am - 2 am 10 

Sundays  

   8 am - 9 pm 20 

 

Transit Priority:  Two types of transit priority could be used to speed up the service. These could 
include: 

 Transit signal priority at key intersections (locations have not yet been determined). 

 Exclusive streetcar‐only phases at intersections where streetcar service at the terminals where 
streetcars would enter and exit from general purpose travel lanes. 

Transit Integration:  With streetcar service on Grand Boulevard, changes would be made to KCATA’s 
downtown services to operate east‐west service past or close to streetcar stations. In addition, to the 
extent possible, north‐south routes would also be reconfigured to provide connections with streetcar 
service. However, KCATA’s 10th and Main Transit Plaza would remain the primary downtown transit 
center, and thus connections with all routes would not be possible. 

3.6.3 Main	Street	Streetcar	Alternative	
As illustrated in Figure 3‐3, and for the purpose of the Tier 2 analysis, the Main Street Streetcar 
Alternative transit service would operate from Crown Center to River Market via Pershing Road, Main 
Street, 5th Street, and Grand Boulevard.  

Alignment/Operations:  With only limited exceptions, Main Street streetcar service would operate in 
mixed‐traffic. Those exceptions would be short streetcar‐only segments at the southern terminal along 
Pershing Road and in and out of the 3rd and Grand terminal in River Market. Along Main Street between 
Pershing Road and Truman Road, service could operate in the center lanes with center platforms in 
order to preserve parking–during off‐peak periods or possibly all day–in the curb lanes. North of Truman 
Road, where parking is generally prohibited, service could operate in the curb lanes with stations 
located on the sidewalks. On 5th Street and Grand Boulevard in River Market, service could operate 
within the single travel lane with stations located on bulb‐outs from the sidewalk. 

Station Locations:  As with Grand Boulevard streetcar service, stations would be spaced approximately 
every two blocks at the locations listed in Table 3–5.    
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Table 3–5:  Main Street Streetcar Alternative Potential Station Locations 

Station	 Location
Crown Center  Pershing at Grand 

Union Station  Main beneath The Link 

Freighthouse  Main at 20th 

Crossroads  Main at 18th 

Kauffman Center  Main at 16th 

Convention Center/Power & Light  Main at Truman 

Financial District South  Main at 12th 

Financial District  Main at 10th 

North Loop  Main at 8th 

River Market West  5th Street at Main 

City Market  5th at Walnut 

3rd and Grand  Grand at 3rd 

 

Service Levels:  For the Tier 2 analysis, it was assumed that the Main Street streetcar service would 
operate seven days a week, with service from 6:00 am to 12:00 midnight Monday through Thursday, 
from 6:00 am to 2:00 am on Fridays and Saturdays, and from 8:00 am to 9:00 pm on Sundays. However, 
whereas Grand Boulevard would operate every 10 or 20 minutes, Main Street streetcar service would 
operate every 11 or 22 minutes (see Table 3–6). This is because the Main Street alignment would be 
slightly longer, and in order to keep the peak streetcar vehicle requirements at three, it would be 
necessary to operate at slightly longer headways.3 

Service would operate every 11 minutes except on weekdays after 9:00 pm and on Sundays, when it 
would operate every 22 minutes. 

Table 3–6:  Main Street Streetcar Alternative Span of Service and Frequencies 

		 Service Frequency (minutes)
Monday - Thursday  

   6 AM - 9 PM 11 

   9 PM - 12 PM 22 

Friday and Saturday  

   6 AM - 2 AM 11 

Sundays  

   8 AM - 9 PM 22 

 

Traffic and Parking Changes:  Two types of changes would likely be made with streetcar service: 

 South of 14th Street, where service would operate in the median lanes south of 14th Street, left turns 
would be prohibited at intersections with center stations. 

                                                            

3 Note, however, that the operating plans that were developed as part of this study were designed to be conservative, and as 
part of the design of the project, it may be possible to determine additional transit priority measures that would speed service 
sufficiently to operate service at 10 and 20 minute headways. 
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 Between 14th Street and 9th Street, where service would operate in the curb lane, on‐street parking 
would be eliminated. 

Transit Priority:  Three different types of transit priority would be used to speed streetcar service. These 
would include: 

 The dedicated streetcar segments at the terminals (as described above). 

 Transit signal priority at key intersections. 

 Separate signal phases at intersections where streetcars would need to operate across general 
traffic lanes. 

Transit Integration:  With streetcar service on Main Street, it was assumed for analysis purposes that 
Main Street MAX would be relocated from Main Street to Grand Boulevard. This assumption would 
provide premium service on both of the corridor’s primary arterials. In addition, changes would be made 
to operate east‐west service past or close to streetcar stations. Changes would also be made to north‐
south routes to provide connections with streetcar service. Many of these connections would be 
provided at KCATA’s 10th and Main Transit Plaza, which would be directly served by Main Street 
streetcar service. 

3.6.4 Grand	Boulevard	Enhanced	Bus	Service	Alternative	
As was illustrated in Figure 3‐4, the Grand Boulevard Enhanced Bus service was assumed to operate 

from Crown Center to River Market via Pershing Road and Grand Boulevard.  

Alignment/Operations:  Grand Boulevard enhanced bus service would operate along the same 
alignment as Grand Boulevard streetcar service. One exception would be that enhanced bus service 
would start at the front door of Union Station rather than Pershing Road at Main Street. This would be 
because there would be no additional cost for the more direct service, as this outer loop would be the 
most efficient bus turnaround. 

In terms of operations, and from south to north, service would operate in mixed‐traffic south of the 
Loop, but with queue jump lanes at most signalized intersections to avoid delays. Within the Loop, 
service would operate in curbside exclusive bus lanes during peak periods, and in mixed‐traffic during 
off‐peak periods. North of the Loop, service would operate in mixed‐traffic with queue jump lanes at key 
intersections. 

Station Locations:  Stations would be at the same locations as with Grand Boulevard (as described 
above) except that the southern terminal would be located directly in front of Union Station instead of 
on Pershing Street at Main Street. 

Service Levels:  Grand Boulevard enhanced bus service would operate every 10 to 20 minutes, seven 
days a week, in the same manner as Grand Boulevard streetcar service. 

Transit Priority:  Three types of transit priority would be used to speed service. These would include: 

 Queue jump lanes at signalized intersections north and south of the Loop. 

 Peak period exclusive bus lanes within the Loop. 
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 Transit signal priority at key intersections. 

Roadway and Parking Changes:  Enhanced bus service would operate in the right hand general traffic 
lanes, but with queue jump lanes at signalized intersections. Some on‐street parking would be 
eliminated to develop the queue jump lanes. 

Transit Integration:  As with streetcar service on Grand Boulevard, changes would be made to KCATA’s 
downtown services to operate east‐west service past or close to enhanced bus stations. In addition, to 
the extent possible, north‐south routes would also be reconfigured to provide connections with the 
service. However, KCATA’s 10th and Main Transit Plaza would remain the primary downtown transit 
center, and thus direct connections with all routes would not be possible. 

3.6.5 Main	Street	Enhanced	Bus	Service	Alternative	
As was illustrated in Figure 3‐4, for purposes of the Tier 2 evaluation the Grand Boulevard Enhanced Bus 

service was assumed to operate from Union Station to River Market primarily along Main Street. 

Alignment/Operations:  South of the downtown loop, service would operate in mixed‐traffic, but with 
queue jump lanes at most signalized intersections to avoid delays. Within the Loop, service would 
operate in curbside exclusive bus lanes during peak periods and in mixed‐traffic during off‐peak periods. 
North of the Loop, service would operate in mixed‐traffic with queue jump lanes at key intersections. 

Stations:  Station would be located at the same locations as with Main Street streetcar service (as 
described above). 

Service Levels:  Main Street enhanced bus service would operate every 10 to 20 minutes, seven days a 
week, in the same manner as Grand Boulevard streetcar or enhanced bus service. Note that this would 
be slightly more frequent than the 11‐ and 22‐minute headways that would be associated with streetcar 
service on Main Street. 

Transit Priority:  As with enhanced bus service on Grand Boulevard, three types of transit priority would 
be used to speed service. These would include: 

 Queue jump lanes at signalized intersections north and south of the Loop. 

 Peak period exclusive bus lanes within the Loop. 

 Transit signal priority at key intersections. 

Roadway and Parking Changes:  With enhanced bus service on Main Street, between Walnut Street and 
the Loop, the traffic configuration could be revised to two lanes in each direction with a middle left turn 
lane. The curb lanes could be used for parking and queue jump lanes on an all‐day basis or only during 
off‐peak periods. In areas where on‐street parking is permitted, the development of queue jump lanes 
would eliminate some parking. Within the Loop, in most areas, the right‐hand lanes would be used as 
dedicated bus lanes during peak periods, and for general traffic and/or parking during off‐peak periods. 

Transit Integration:  The same local transit service changes would be made with enhanced bus service 
on Main Street as with streetcar service. As described above, the most significant change would be to 
shift Main Street MAX to Grand Boulevard. 
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4. Evaluation of the Alternatives 

4.1 Evaluation	Process	Approach	and	Overview	

4.1.1 Evaluation	Methods	
Consistent with FTA guidance, this Kansas City Downtown Corridor Study has followed a multi‐step 
process to evaluate all reasonable service development options. In summary, this process consisted of: 

 Identifying the range of potentially promising alignments (Tier 1 Alignments) 

 Screening the Tier 1 alignments into a short‐list of alignments and adding modal alternatives (Tier 2 
Alternatives) for more detailed evaluation 

 Conducting a detailed evaluation of the Tier 2 Alternatives 

 Selecting a LPA based on the results of the detailed evaluation 

In Kansas City, all of the downtown corridor transit mode alternatives could operate within the existing 
roadways; therefore, any potential roadway alignment could be used by modern streetcar or any form 
of enhanced bus service. As a result, in order to expedite the screening process, the study used a 

process in which the Tier 1 screening focused on selecting a short‐list of alignment alternatives.
4
 Once 

the preferred alignments were selected, the Tier 2 screening evaluated the different service alternatives 
– Build (streetcar), TSM (enhanced bus) and No Build – that would potentially operate along those 
alignments. 

In both the Tier 1 and the Tier 2 screening and evaluation processes, the study alternatives were 
evaluated against the evaluation criteria that were developed based on the Goals and Objectives and 
the Purpose and Need Statement as defined in Chapter 2, and were organized around four themes and 
project goals, as follows: 

 Connect: Enhance linkages in downtown Kansas City and improve local circulation 

 Develop: Support local and regional economic development goals 

 Thrive: Strengthen downtown districts and urban centers  

 Sustain: Create an environment that will be sustainable over the long term 

The Purpose and Need Statement lists a series of objectives under each project goal (see Chapter 2). 
These objectives, in turn, guided the development of the evaluation criteria that would be used in both 
the Tier 1 and Tier 2 evaluations. The evaluation criteria were developed to further define each 
objective and support evaluation of the alignments against the stated goals in a transparent and 
understandable manner. The evaluation criteria, grouped by study goal, are listed in Table 2‐3.  

                                                            

4 Note that this process was recently accepted by FTA for the Providence Core Connector Study, which is examining the 

development of streetcar service in Providence, RI, and is very similar to this study. 
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4.1.2 Tier	1	Screening	
As noted above, the downtown corridor transit service alternatives were developed to operate within 
existing roadways, and all potential alignments could be used by streetcar or any form of enhanced bus 
service. Therefore, the Tier 1 screening focused on identifying a list of promising alignments and then 
evaluating and narrowing the list to a short‐list of alignments, rather than on combinations of 
alignments and modes. 

As noted in Chapter 2 and presented in Table 2‐3, the screening criteria included a wide variety of 
qualitative and quantitative measures that were examined at varying levels of detail. Each alignment 
was measured against the individual criterion in terms of in terms of relative ratings of “Best”, “Good”, 
and “Fair.”  The ratings reflected relative, rather than absolute, scores; consequently, alignment ratings 
can only be interpreted relative to the other alternatives. Additionally, because the alternatives are 
physically located close to each other, the differences between alternatives were often subtle. 
Consequently, in some cases, more than one alternative received a “Best” rating and in other cases, 
none of the alternatives received a “Best” rating. Likewise, when there were no discernible differences 
between alternatives, each alternative received the same rating. 

4.1.3 Tier	2	Evaluation	
Once the seven alignments were narrowed to two, the Tier 2 alternatives were developed. These 
alternatives included “Build”, Transportation System Management (TSM), and “No‐Build” alternatives. 
For this study, the Build alternatives consisted of streetcar service along each alignment; the TSM 
alternatives consisted of enhanced bus service along each alignment; and the No‐Build alternative 
consisted of current services and currently programmed improvements.  

Chapter 3 provides more a more detailed description of the Tier 2 Alternatives. The Tier 2 evaluation 
required that the Build and TSM alternatives be more fully developed in terms of: 

 Station Locations:  More specific station locations were determined using existing transit ridership 
and land‐use data, together with typical stop spacing practices. 

 Operating Plans and Costs:  Conceptual operating scenarios were developed for how the downtown 
corridor service would operate on each of the candidate corridors by mode. Conceptual operating 
plans also supported other aspects of the evaluation process such as system operating costs, 
ridership and potential system benefits.  

 Conceptual Engineering:  The study team assessed how the downtown corridor could be developed 
in each of the candidate corridors and modes. The engineering and design assumptions were 
developed in sufficient detail to support accurate capital cost estimates, right‐of‐way requirements, 
and operating procedures and facility design. The engineering estimates were produced at a 
conceptual level in order to identify fatal flaw and order‐of‐magnitude impacts or benefits. Cost 
estimates were developed employing industry standard unit cost measurements.  

 Capital Costs:  The study team built on the conceptual engineering design analysis to create an 
estimate of the capital costs associated with development of each of the selected alternatives. 
Capital cost estimates were developed using quantities and technology definitions in accordance 
with the FTA standardized cost categories.  
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 Ridership, Transit System User Benefits and Cost Effectiveness:  Using the station locations and 
conceptual operating plans, the study team developed ridership forecasts for each candidate 
corridor and operating mode. These ridership estimates were also used to determine transit system 
user benefits and cost‐effectiveness measures. 

 Transportation Impacts:  The study team assessed how the potential alternatives would affect 
downtown traffic and transportation infrastructure, such as traffic circulation, parking, and bicycle 
and pedestrian systems.  

 Utility Coordination:  The study team assessed the unknowns and risks associated with subsurface 
utilities by looking for conflicts with existing utilities. 

 NEPA Compliance:  The team conducted evaluations to identify any significant potential impacts on 
the environment and historic resources 

 Funding Potential:  The study team identified potential funding strategies, and evaluated whether 
certain alternatives may be more easily fundable than others. 

Consistent with the Tier 1 screening, the Tier 2 evaluation criteria reflected project goals and objectives, 
and included a combination of qualitative and quantitative evaluation criteria. In many cases, the Tier 2 
evaluation criteria were the same or similar to the Tier 1 evaluation criteria, but in many cases, 
additional criteria were used (for example, ridership, operating and capital costs, cost‐effectiveness, and 
impacts on natural and historic resources and the environment). In nearly all cases, the Tier 2 evaluation 
considered the criteria in more detailed than the Tier 1 screening. The Tier 2 evaluation criteria are also 
summarized in Table 2‐3. 

4.2 Tier	1	Screening	Results5	
The Tier 1 alignments were evaluated against 13 evaluation criteria, as shown in Table 2‐3. Conducting 
the evaluation process required defining a number of assumptions. Among the most critical of these was 
determining the influence (or capture) area associated with each alignment. For the analysis, locations 
were considered to be directly served by the alternative if they were within a five‐minute walk, or one‐
quarter mile from the transit alternative.  

For the bi‐directional alternatives, setting a ¼‐mile walking buffer is straightforward and covered all 
areas within ¼ mile of the alignment. For the couplet alternatives, however, the influence area was 
defined as the area within a ¼ mile from both legs of the couplet. This assumption means that the 
walking distance to and from the couplets would be smaller than for the bi‐directional alternatives. The 
reasoning behind this assumption is that both legs of the couplet must be within ¼ mile of the activity 
center to be considered within walking distance. 

The one exception to the above ¼‐mile assumption was for development impacts. In this case, the ¼‐
mile buffer was defined more broadly. Couplets operate on two parallel streets; instead of requiring 
both legs of the alignment to be within a ¼ buffer, based on the consensus of the Partnership team, the 

                                                            

5 The Results of the Tier 1 Screening are detailed in the Tier 1 Screening Results Technical Memorandum, 
prepared by Nelson Nygaard in August 2011. 
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influence area was defined as within ¼ of mile of each leg. As a result, the influence area for 
development impacts is larger. This reflects assumptions that development potential is not absolutely 
tied to walking distance, and being close to the alignment, even if it operates only in one direction, is 
sufficient to encourage development. 

Note that for the Tier 1 screening, no buffer was used at the northern end of the alignments (the area 
around City Market) because the routings through that area had not yet been determined, and any of 
the “mainline” alignments could use multiple routes through the City Market area. On the southern end, 
the buffer was based on the end point of the alignment without any assumption regarding a potential 
spur along Pershing Road. 

Overall, the seven alignments had different strengths and weaknesses, but each option offered potential 
as a viable downtown corridor. The most significant differences were in terms of improving 
transportation linkages, supporting existing activity centers and strengthening development potential; in 
these areas, Grand Boulevard and Main Street performed the best as shown in the summary analysis on 
Table 4–1. 

Major findings from the Tier 1 Screening process include: 

 Overall, bi‐directional alignments scored higher than the couplets: 

 With service on two separate streets, couplets have less intuitive service design because riders 
would board and alight from the service in different locations. This service design also creates 
relatively confusing interfaces with bus services, especially with east‐west connections operating 
on one‐way streets. Consequently, the couplets are less effective at improving transportation 
options.  

 Walking distances to/from the couplet alternatives are shorter than those of some of the bi‐
directional options and thus these alignments were less accessible to/from Downtown Kansas 
City activity areas. 

 Because the couplet alignments affect two streets, they have increased impacts on utility 
systems. 

 Finally, results from initial stakeholder meetings and a public workshop suggested that the 
couplet alternatives are less attractive to stakeholders and members of the public.  

  An important exception to the above would be the ability to support development and 
redevelopment. Because couplets operate on two streets, the alignments would influence a larger 
area in downtown Kansas City and thus have a greater potential to support development. Only the 
Main Street bi‐directional alternative rated as strongly in terms of development and redevelopment 
potential. 

 There would be little difference among the alignments in terms of increasing the number of 
residents in downtown Kansas City, thus none received a Best rating. This finding reflects the fact 
that downtown Kansas City is currently heavily oriented toward employment, with jobs 
outnumbering residents 10 to 1. Downtown corridor service could help support residential 
development; this criterion was evaluated more closely in the Tier 2 evaluation. 
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 Initial screening of the alternatives included the ability of the service to improve transit service to 
transit‐dependent populations (i.e., low income or zero vehicle household, individuals with a 
disability, individuals aged 65+ or minority individuals). The analysis found that because the number 
of people living in the downtown corridor is small, the number of transit dependent individuals is 
likewise small. There was no difference among the alternatives, thus this screening criterion was not 
carried forward.  

Additional detail on these findings is presented in the following sections. 

4.2.1 Alignment	1:		Grand	Boulevard		
Grand Boulevard was one of the two alternatives that received a greater number of “Best” ratings. Two 
of the “Best” ratings were associated with providing connections to downtown activity centers and 
access to employment and residential areas. While several of the alignments would offer access to many 
of downtown Kansas City’s primary activity centers (Sprint Center, Power and Light District, Crown 
Center, Union Station, Convention Center), Grand Boulevard is the only alternative that would be 
directly accessible to/from the Government District, a major employment center. As a result, the Grand 
Boulevard alignment directly serves the greatest number of jobs. Grand Boulevard would also have 
fewer and less significant utility impacts. Finally, there are several surface parking lots along Grand 
Boulevard; thus, Grand Boulevard rated well in terms of offering potential to reduce the amount of 
surface parking.  

4.2.2 Alignment	2:		Main	Street	
Main Street received five Best ratings, primarily due to Main Street’s strategic location in the center of 
downtown Kansas City, which makes it accessible to visitor and special event activities as well as most of 
downtown Kansas City’s major activity centers. Main Street also rated well in terms of improving 
circulation in downtown, because it is located adjacent to the 10th and Main Transit Plaza, currently 
Kansas City’s largest and most comfortable transfer location. In addition, Main Street also offers 
potential in terms of development and redevelopment impacts, and the alignment is a higher value 
corridor: thus new development also has potential to achieve high values. Finally, Main Street is the 
alignment most preferred by members of the public and stakeholders. Public comment largely echoes 
other findings associated with Main Street being in the heart of downtown Kansas City and equidistant 
from most major activities.  

4.2.3 Alignment	3:		Walnut	Street	
Walnut Street generally performed well, but lacked a compelling reason to keep the alignment under 
consideration. Its strengths were that it is well positioned in downtown Kansas City in terms of access to 
existing employment, activity centers, and visitor attractions. However, Walnut Street is not a primary 
commercial corridor and consequently, tends to provide “back door” rather than “front door” access to 
some of downtown’s major buildings and attractions. In addition, because Walnut Street is not a 
primary commercial corridor, the development of new transit services on Walnut Street could 
potentially dilute rather than strengthen the existing transit network. It also has less compelling 
potential development impacts with fewer vacant parcels and fewer larger sized parcels. 

4.2.4 Alignment	4:		Baltimore	Avenue	
Baltimore Avenue, like Walnut Street, performed well in the Tier 1 screening criteria process overall, but 
without exceptional performance in any of the criteria. Baltimore Avenue’s strengths included a fairly 
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strategic location in Kansas City with access to many of the downtown’s activity centers, and visitor 
attractions. The corridor also offers a relatively better location with respect to existing residential 
development and, consequently the best potential to encourage future residential development.  

However, a challenge associated with a Baltimore Avenue alignment is its distance from the 
Government District, the downtown’s highest concentration of employment. Also, like Walnut Street, 
Baltimore Avenue is not a primary commercial corridor and tends to provide “back door” rather than 
“front door” access, and new transit services could potentially dilute rather than strengthen the existing 
transit network.  

4.2.5 Alignment	5:		Grand	Boulevard	and	Walnut	Street	Couplet	
The Grand Boulevard/Walnut Street couplet alignment produced mixed results in the Tier 1 screening. 
Both streets are well positioned, such that the couplet provides access to downtown employment and 
population, although less than the bi‐directional option on Grand Boulevard. The Grand/Walnut couplet 
also ranked high in terms of potential to support development and reduce the amount of surface 
parking downtown. The high ranking largely reflects the couplet design, which encompasses a larger 
area that could be positively influenced for development through improved transportation 
infrastructure. 

Most of the challenges associated with the Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street couplet alignment 
reflect challenges inherent to a couplet design. Operating service on two streets is a less intuitive service 
design (i.e. boarding on street and alighting on another). The impact of the service design would affect 
not only future corridor service, but also existing and future bus service. As a result, transit benefits 
would be relatively more diluted when compared with the other alignments. Couplets also have 
increased impacts on the utility system because they require construction and operations on two streets 
rather than one.  

4.2.6 Alignment	6:		Main	Street	and	Walnut	Street	Couplet	
A Main and Walnut Street couplet rated well in terms of access to/from downtown’s major activity 
centers as well as several of the visitor and special event activities. Like the other couplets, the 
Main/Walnut alignment also offered stronger potential to support development and redevelopment 
because it would influence a larger area. The couplet also would have few issues with service reliability 
associated with street closures. 

Consistent with other couplet designs, the Main/Walnut couplet creates a less intuitive service design; 
however, the Main/Walnut couplet would serve the 10th and Main Transit Plaza and thus would 
partially help strengthen the existing downtown transit resources (although to a lesser extent than the 
bi‐directional alignment on Main Street). Lastly, couplets have increased impacts on the utility system 
because they require construction and operations on two streets rather than one.  

4.2.7 Alignment	7:		Main	Street	and	Baltimore	Avenue	Couplet	
The Main Street and Baltimore Avenue couplet alignment received a best rating for its ability to support 
development and redevelopment. This best rating reflected a larger influence area that includes a fairly 
large number of vacant parcels along the couplet corridors. The location of the couplet along Main 
Street and Baltimore Avenue also means that the alignment would be within walking distance of a large 
number of activity centers and visitor attractions. 
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Table 4–1:  Tier 1 Screening Summary Matrix 
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Transit 
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S1B. 
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Service 
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Surface 
Parking 
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S3. 
Utility 

Impacts    

 
             4 5 4 

              5 8 1 

 
            0 8 5 

 
             0 11 2 

 
             2 4 7 

 
             1 5 7 

 
             1 6 6 

Conclusions: Alternative 2 (Main Street) is the highest rated alignment after considering all objectives. It received the greatest number of "Best" ratings and a high number of "Good" ratings. This is mainly a result of Main 
Street's connections with downtown activity centers, special event venues, and transportation options, as well as its potential for development/redevelopment. Alternative 1 (Grand Boulevard) is second due to one fewer 
“Best” rating and a few more "Fair" ratings. Grand Boulevard has good connections to employment centers and other activity centers, and has the best pedestrian and bicycle environment, but it doesn't support visitor and 
special event activies as well as other alternatives. The reliability of transit service along Grand Boulevard also rates lower than other options. In general, the bi-directional alignments rate higher than the couplet ones, 
primariliy due to the smaller service area that reduces the number of transit and activity center connections. Service would also be less intuitive with the couplet alignments, and interactions with the local bus service would 
have to be carefully considered.  
Notes: Walking distance analyses for the couplet alignments considers the area that can be reached by both the northbound and southbound trips, while development impact analyses for the couplets considers the area 
that can be reached by either the northbound or southbound trips. 
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Some of the challenges associated with the Main/Baltimore couplet are associated with the less intuitive 
service design and the relative impact on the downtown transit network. As a result, as compared with 
other alternatives, especially the bi‐directional ones, the Main/Baltimore couplet is less supportive of 
efficient and effective transportation options in downtown. Also, as mentioned, couplet alignments had 
more utility impacts as compared with bi‐directional options due to operations on two streets.  

4.3 Tier	2	Evaluation	Results6	
Building on the Tier 1 Screening of Alignments, the Tier 2 evaluation examined five alternatives which 
included a No Build Alternative and two modal technology alternatives (Enhanced Bus and Modern 
Streetcar) operating on the two Alignments that were forwarded from Tier 1 for further screening 
(Grand Boulevard and Main Street). The Tier 2 Alternatives are described in more detail in section 3.3 
and include the following: 

No	Build	

 Base Case/No‐Build 

Build/Streetcar	

 Grand Boulevard Streetcar Alternative  

 Main Street Streetcar Alternative 

TSM/Enhanced	Bus	

 Grand Boulevard Enhanced Bus Alternative  

 Main Street Enhanced Bus Alternative  

The five alternatives were evaluated against the criteria described in Table 2‐3 with results 
presented below in terms of the project’s major themes:  Connect, Develop, Thrive and Sustain.  

4.3.1 CONNECT:		Enhance	Linkages	in	Downtown	Kansas	City	and	Improve	
Local	Circulation	

Enhancing transportation connections and improving local circulation is a key objective of the 
downtown corridor study. In the Tier 2 evaluation, the “Connect” goal was evaluated according to each 
alternative’s ability to:  

 Provide quality connections between existing downtown activity centers and connections to other 
transit resources 

 Support pedestrian and bicycle travel 

                                                            

6 The results of the Tier 2 Screening Analysis are documented in more detail in the Tier 2 Screening 
Analysis Technical Memorandum, prepared by Nelson Nygaard in October 2011. 
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These criteria revealed no differences between modes, but a slight preference for operations on Main 
Street. While both alignments achieved nearly equal access to the activity centers, Main Street also 
provided connections to the 10th and Main Transit Plaza.  

4.3.1.1 Connections	Between	Existing	Downtown	Activity	Centers	
Improving connections between existing downtown activity centers was evaluated according to the 
number of activity centers within a ¼‐mile distance of the planned stations and the walking distance 
between the stations and the activity centers. 

4.3.1.2 Number	of	Activity	Centers	Within	a	¼‐Mile	Walking	Distance	
The downtown corridor is home to a large number of major activity centers, and ideally, a new 
downtown corridor transit system circulator would serve as many of these as possible. In terms of travel 
volumes, the most important activity centers include: 

 River Market 

 3rd and Grand 

 10th and Main Transit Plaza 

 Convention Center 

 Kauffman Center for the Performing Arts 

 Power and Light District 

 Sprint Center 

 Bolling Federal Building 

 County Courthouse 

 State Office Building 

 City Hall 

 Greyhound Station 

 Freight House 

 Union Station 

 IRS Building 

 Crown Center 
 
Overall, both Grand Boulevard and Main Street would serve nearly all of these activity centers (see Table 
4–2). Significant differences between the alignments would be: 
 

 Grand Boulevard would directly serve the Sprint Center and would better serve the Government 
District. 

 Main Street would directly serve KCATA’s 10th and Main Transit Plaza, which is the most important 
transfer location in downtown, and would better serve the Convention Center and Kauffman Center 
for the Performing Arts. 

Providing direct service to the 10th and Main Transit Plaza and better service to the Convention service 
is considered a reasonable trade‐off for less convenient service to the Government District, and thus, for 
this criteria, the Main Street alignment was rated as preferable. 
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4.3.1.3 Walking	Times	to	and	from	Activity	Centers		
As part of the Connect criteria, walking times were also considered. As with the number of activity 
centers served, walking time differences would be between alignments and not modes. Generally, 
activity centers on the western side of the study area would be better served by the Main Street 
alternatives and activity centers on the eastern side of the study area would be better served by the 
Grand Boulevard alternatives.  

As with activity centers, the most significant difference between alternatives is that Main Street would 
directly serve the 10th and Main Transit Plaza and more special event and visitor activity at the 
Convention Center and the Kauffman Center for the Performing Arts, while Grand Boulevard would 
directly serve the Sprint Center and would offer better service to the Government District. (see Table 4–
2). In both cases, each alignment directly serves six activity centers. Alternatives operating along Grand 
Boulevard are within a 10‐minute walk from nine of the remaining 10 activity centers, while alternatives 
on Main Street are within a 10 minute walk of eight of the remaining 10 activity centers. As a result, 
when considering the walking times to and from the Activity Centers, there is no clear difference 
between the alternatives. 

 

Table 4–2:  Number of Activity Centers Served by Proposed Stations Associated with each Tier 2 Alternative 

Station:	 No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

3rd and Grand n/a 2 2 2 2 

River Market City Market n/a 2 2 2 2 

River Market West n/a   1 1 

North Loop n/a 1 1 1 1 

Financial District n/a   1 1 

Financial District South Govt District n/a 4 4 4 4 

Convention Ctr/P&L Sprint Ctr/P&L n/a 5 5 3 3 

Kauffman Ctr Crossroads North n/a 2 2 3 3 

Crossroads n/a 0 0 1 1 

Freighthouse Crossroads South n/a 1 1 1 1 

Crown Center n/a 2 2 2 2 

Union Station n/a 4 3 3 3 

Number of Activity Centers Served*: n/a 12 11 10 10 

* Note: Columns do not sum to the total because station influence areas overlap. 

 
   



 

 
Regional Alternative Analysis: Downtown Corridor  
Alternatives Analysis and Locally Preferred Alternative Report 
March 2012  Page 4‐11  

Table 4–3:  Walking Times to/from Major Activity Centers (in minutes)  
From Stops Associated with the Tier 2 Alternatives 

Nearest	stop	to:	 No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

River Market n/a directly served directly served directly served directly served 

3rd& Grand n/a directly served directly served directly served directly served 

10th& Main Transit Center n/a 4 4 directly served directly served 

Convention Center n/a 6 6 3 3 

Kauffman Center n/a 8 8 5 5 

Power and Light n/a directly served directly served directly served directly served 

Sprint Center n/a directly served directly served 3 3 

Bolling Federal Building n/a 5 5 9 9 

County Courthouse n/a 4 4 8 8 

State Office Building n/a 6 6 11 11 

City Hall n/a 3 3 6 6 

Greyhound Station n/a 13 13 16 16 

Freight House n/a 6 6 3 3 

Union Station n/a directly served 2 directly served directly served 

IRS Building n/a 4 5 6 6 

Crown Center n/a directly served directly served directly served directly served 

 

4.3.1.4 Improve	Pedestrian	and	Bicycle	Environment	

Walking	Environment	

The walking environment was evaluated by using the five pedestrian level of service (LOS) measures 
developed as part of the Kansas City Walkability Plan. The LOS measures were subsequently evaluated 
according to five sub‐segments, or districts, within each corridor:  Union Station/Crown Center; 
Crossroads Arts District; Power & Light District; Financial District/North Loop and River Market. The 
results of this evaluation suggest that the walking environment to and from all alternatives would 
generally be good, and there is no significant difference between Grand Boulevard and Main Street 
alternatives: 

 Directness ‐ The directness of the pedestrian network in each district on each corridor was rated as 
good because each area has a grid network within one‐quarter mile of the proposed corridors and 
transit stations. 

 Continuity ‐ Both corridors feature a complete sidewalk system along the proposed routes, with 
only a few minor sidewalk gaps in the system, which are nearly always off the corridors on side 
streets. For this reason, both corridors generally received good ratings, although some sub‐
segments received a lesser rating of fair. On both corridors, the Crossroads Arts District has more 
maintenance issues with cracked, broken, and overgrown sidewalks compared to other districts. The 
maintenance issues, as well as more numerous ADA issues in this district, led to a rating of fair. The 
one rating that differed in this category between the two corridors was within the Financial 
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District/North Loop. This district rated Main Street as good, but rated Grand Boulevard as fair due to 
more numerous ADA and maintenance issues. 

 Street Crossings ‐ Street crossings along each corridor were generally rated as fair. The widths and 
crossings distances along the two corridors are similar, although Main Street is slightly narrower 
through much of its length. Both corridors provide similar pedestrian features, including marked 
crosswalks, countdown pedestrian signals, and curb ramps. Street crossings were assessed as fair in 
most districts because while features are provided to help pedestrians cross the street, there is 
room for improvement in many locations. The district with the most complete street crossings is the 
Power & Light District. The Crossroads Arts District along the Grand Boulevard corridor received a 
rating of poor because there are two signalized intersections without pedestrian signals and more 
curb ramp issues. This compares with Main Street corridor, which was rated fair. 

 Visual Interest and Amenities ‐ Although the aesthetic appearance of the pedestrian facilities along 
the two corridors are generally rated as fair, the ratings within the various districts range from good 
in the Union Station/Crown Center, Power & Light, and River Market Districts, to fair in the Financial 
District/North Loop, to poor in the Crossroads Arts District. Both corridors provide similar levels of 
lighting, landscaping, and maintenance, and no rating distinction was judged between the two 
corridors in each district. 

 Security ‐ Security along the two corridors was generally judged to be good, based on available 
lighting, and generally unobstructed lines of sight. Further, on‐street parking provides sufficient 
separation from traffic. Again, no distinction was observed for this category between the Main and 
Grand corridors for each of the districts. 

Bicycling	Environment	

The bicycling environment was evaluated based on the overall roadway conditions for cyclists and the 
availability of bicycle parking. Bicycling conditions to and from all alternatives would also be similar: 

 Bicycling Conditions ‐ The current bicycling environments along the two corridors are very similar, 
both in terms of the traffic and roadway characteristics. No designated or exclusive bicycle facilities 
are currently available on either corridor or any of the cross‐streets. Although the current 
configurations of the two corridors would likely only attract experienced, confident cyclists, the 
current environment is fair for bicycling. The multi‐lane configurations in particular make it easier 
for motorists to pass cyclists, even those that are controlling a lane. Due to the similarities of 
conditions and characteristics on the two corridors, no distinction can be made between the 
bicycling environment and connections along the two corridors. 

 Bicycle Parking Facilities – The supply and quality of existing bicycle parking is a considered a good 
indicator of the overall bicycle friendliness of the corridor. Unfortunately, bicycle parking facilities 
are generally sparse to non‐existent along much of the two corridors, and neither corridor was 
clearly better than the other in any of the districts. As such, the overall rating for both corridors is 
poor, although the districts within the loop were marginally better at a rating of fair. 

4.3.2 DEVELOP:		Support	Local	and	Regional	Economic	Development	Goals	
For the Develop category, the Tier 2 evaluation considered the ability of each alternative to support five 
major criteria: 
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 Existing conditions and current growth trends 

 Capacity for future growth 

 Economic development potential  

 Comparison of maximum projected increases in market value in next 15 years 

 Qualitative assessment of downtown real estate market and economic development potential  

A critical baseline factor assumed in the economic development evaluation is the notion that streetcar 
service offers significantly more potential to attract and stimulate development as compared with 
enhanced bus or a no build scenario. This assumption reflects national experience with other services, 
which demonstrate that enhanced bus (or bus rapid transit) have not generated the same kind of 
economic development that streetcar or fixed‐guideway transit has achieved. This experience has 
persisted even when enhanced bus was developed with a dedicated bus lane and significant investment 
in technology. In the case of streetcar or fixed‐guideway systems, the evidence from cities such as 
Portland (Oregon), Seattle and Tacoma (Washington) and Little Rock (Arkansas) show there is a clear 
documented increase in development and property values surrounding the service. As a result, the 
analysis of economic development potential focuses on the corridors, rather than modes, based on the 
assumption that the No Build and TSM (Enhanced Bus) alternatives would not generate substantial 
economic development impacts over the base case. 

A factor that distinguishes the Tier 2 analysis from the work done in the Tier 1 screening is the 
distinction between conditions at varying distances from the alignment. Whereas the Tier 1 analysis 
assumed a ¼ buffer around the alignments, the Tier 2 economic development evaluation based its 
evaluation on three different zones: the area directly on the alignment and within one block of the 
corridor, the area within two blocks of the corridor and the area within three blocks. These areas are 
shown on Figure 4‐1. A streetcar is likely to have a larger impact on the parcels that are directly on the 
alignment than the parcels farther away. These influence area attempt to capture the varying levels of 
influence. 
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Figure 4‐1:  Economic Assessment Analysis Areas 

 
 

Evaluation of these criteria shows a strong preference for streetcar over enhanced bus, and a 
preference for Main Street over Grand Boulevard. Main Street’s stronger showing reflects higher recent 
growth rates and higher corridor values. 

4.3.2.1 Existing	Conditions	and	Current	Growth	Trends	
Methods used to assess existing conditions and growth trends included examining the existing zoning; 
reviewing existing activity; and evaluating growth trends associated with population, employment and 
housing. 

 Existing Zoning ‐ Zoning for the two corridors is the same. Both alignments serve four main areas 
within the downtown:  River Market, the downtown loop, Crossroads, and the Crown Center/Union 
Station area; each of these four areas is currently zoned for mixed use. In addition, the downtown 
loop and Crown Center area being zoned as “Downtown Core” and the River Market and Crossroads 
are being zoned as “Downtown Mixed‐Use.” The “Downtown Core” zoning definition is intended to 
promote high‐intensity office and employment growth, recognizing that the area is a hub for 
businesses, communications, retail, cultural, visitor accommodations, and entertainment uses while 
also accommodating residential development. “Downtown Mixed‐Use” zoning is intended to 
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accommodate a large variety of uses from office to institutional to residential, while promoting a 
mix of land uses. 

 Existing Activity and Growth Trends – The Main Street alignment would serve more of the existing 
residential population and economic activity centers than the Grand Boulevard alignment would. As 
shown in Table 4–4, Main Street exceeds Grand Boulevard by 10% or more in many of the key past‐ 
and present‐day variables (i.e. population and employment), whereas Grand Boulevard outperforms 
Main Street by 10% or more for only one of the key variables: non‐residential commercial space 
growth over the past ten years. 

Table 4–4:  Comparisons of Existing Conditions and Current Growth Trends 

 

 

With respect to growth trends, Main Street might be the better choice in the event that the 
presence of transit (whether BRT or streetcar) does not result in a shift in future growth patterns 

Study Area(1) Main Street (1) Grand Blvd. (1)

Main Grand

Existing Conditions: 2010

Population (Census 2010) 4,609 4,596 3,628 1 0
  Within 2 blocks 3,130 2,216

Housing Units (Census 2010) 3,880 3,867 3,061 1 0
  Within 2 blocks 2,663 1,804
Employees (TAZ 2005) 65,602 52,320 50,056 0 0
  Within 2 blocks 27,220 25,880

Hotel Rooms 3,474 2,469 1 0
  Within 2 blocks 2,469 1,460

Venues - Annual Attendance 5.7 million 5.7 million 3.3 million 1 0
  Number 14 14 11

Retail Sales (within 1 block) $93 million $97 million 0 0
   Eating and Drink ing Only 29 million 29 million

Market Value $1880 million $1590 million $1570 million 0 0
  Within 1 block 490 million 390 million

  Within 2 blocks 890 million 770 million

Growth Trends: 2000 - 2010

Population Growth (from Census) 3,017 3,123 2,737 1 0
   Per year 302 312 274

Housing Units (Census 2010) 2,513 2,513 2,174

                        (Project List) 3,200 3,200 2,369 1 0
   Per year 251 to 320 251 to 320 217 to 237

Non Residential Growth (sf) (Project List) 1,467,207 1,281,752 1,467,207 0 1
   Per year 146,721 128,175 146,721

Growth Projections (TAZ 2005-2040)

Employment 32,369 30,784 31,380 0 0
   Per year 925 880 897

Households 6,263 5,935 4,851 1 0
   Per year 179 170 139

Number of Times Line is Better by 10% or More based on the Variable (1) 7 1

Notes: (1) Study area as shown on Figure 4‐1

(2) Compares the variable being measured between the two lines. If one line exceeds the other by 10% or more it gets a 1; otherwise a 0. Sums all the 

Ones at bottom of page.

Preference to: (2)
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within the downtown area in general.7 This is because, over the past ten years, total added 
residential development in the Main Street alignment has exceeded development added in the 
Grand Boulevard influence area by 35%. This significantly outweighs the amount of added non‐
residential commercial development, which, while favoring Grand Boulevard by 15%, accounts for a 
much smaller incremental addition of square footage and value, less than half of the residential base 
total. 

 Consequently, from the perspective of these criteria, although the zoning does not favor one 
alternative or another, existing conditions and growth trends suggest the Main Streetcar Alternative 
would support more development and redevelopment. 

4.3.2.2 Projections	of	Medium	Term	Capacity	for	Growth	
Both alignments were examined to understand the potential for future development and to see if 
potential development along either alignment would be greater than capacity limits in the near future. 
Two types of sites were considered: vacant or underutilized sites, which includes parcels with no 
building, a very small building on a large parcel; and/or vacant buildings. 

Using very conservative calculations8, both alignments offer very similar capacity for future 
development (see Table 4–5) – approximately triple current residential capacity and a more than 50 
percent increase in non‐residential capacity.9 The most aggressive absorption scenario imaginable is a 
doubling of the annual rate of residential building along a given corridor relative to growth in the past 
ten years. Even under these conditions, there is enough available capacity to last at least thirteen years 
at the current, relatively modest, build‐out densities. Long before this capacity constraint were to be 
reached, developers would build at an increased density that still meets the zoning regulations. This 
would significantly extend the build‐out life of the given corridor. Additionally, the zoning for the areas 
along the alignments is for mixed use, so sites that would otherwise be assumed to be allocated for one 
use could be used for another use. Given these conditions, neither alignment seems to suggest any 
particular advantage from the build out capacity viewpoint. 
 
   

                                                            

7 Use of various economic incentives and development tools (such as public sites and tax increment financing, Historic and Low 

Income Tax Credits, tax abatement, etc.) have been major factors in influencing the level and location of downtown 
development over the past decade. The “highest” end projections assume that these tools would continue to be available. 

8 In calculating “medium term” build out capacity (i.e. next 15 to 30+/years) it is assumed that some percentage of parcels 
potentially available for development (e.g. vacant or underutilized lots) will not, in fact be available over that time period, due 
to any number of factors such as existing legal agreements, size, use, etc. In addition, when significant unused capacity exists 
(as it will in early years at least) and the market is soft, many parcels can be expected to build out at substantially less than their 
theoretical legally allowed zoning capacity, due to the lesser cost of stick construction and use of surface parking or simple 
decks in a low‐land‐value scenario (relative to incremental construction costs for the more dense construction). As parcels 
begin to build out, prices rise, more parcels come on the market, and build‐out tends to occur at higher densities, extending the 
time period until true build‐out is actually approached. In fact, in very few US downtowns is true build‐out ever reached. 
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Table 4–5:  Projection of Medium Term Development Capacity of Streetcar Alternatives 

 

4.3.2.3 Projection	of	Upside	Economic	Development	Potential	Over	First	15	Years	
The Tier 2 evaluation also considered the economic development potential associated with each 
alternative and alignment. The estimated potential shown (see Table 4–6) compares the maximum likely 
“add” to total market value (in 2010 uninflated dollars) of all non‐governmental and non‐institutional 
property within each of the two alignments over the 15 years after a streetcar is fully funded and 
commences construction. In this case, only the streetcar is considered because, as discussed, there is no 
statistical, or justifiable anecdotal evidence, that BRT significantly accelerates property development or 
property values in the corridors or locations with which it might be associated.  

 
Table 4–6:  Comparison of Maximum Projected Increases in Market Value in Next 15 Years 

for Streetcar Alternatives; not BRT 

 

Residential

(Units)

Non‐Res

(SF)

Residential

(Units)

Non‐Res

(SF)
Development Capacity‐

 "Medium Term" 8,474 6,561,368 8,451 6,297,955

  "Baseline" Capture Rates: (annual 320 128,175          240 146,721         

 Moderate:

      Average Annual Absorption 384 134,584          288 154,057         

      Years to Absorb: 22 49 29 41

 High:

      Average Annual Absorption 640 166,628          480 190,737         

      Years to Absorb: 13 39 18 33

Main Street  Grand Blvd.

a. Moderate = residential development that is equal to 120% of average per year of last 

10 years in the corridor; and employment that is 105% of that average.

b. High = residential development that is equal to 200% of average per year of last 10 

years in the corridor; and employment that is 130% of that average. This number is quite 

aggressive and should assume the continuance of many of the existing economic 

development incentives and tools, at least in the first 5 + years until the trend proves 

itself.

Study Area Main Street Grand Ave 

Existing Conditions: 2010

Market Value $1880 million $1590 million $1570 million

Economic Development Potential (Calculated)

Maximum Upside Value Added Projection: (15 Years) (1)

Value Added by Baseline Growth $769 million $690 million

Value Added by Streetcar Induced Growth and Premium at 3% on 1st 2 blocks $593 million $482 million

Total Value Added in 15 Years $1362 million $1172 million

Notes:

(1) Estimate of maximum potential upside results under extremely favorable assumptions: first , that annual baseline 

economic growth over next 15 years equals the average achieved in the past decade ‐ so "baseline growth" applies past 

annual absorption rates to housing at $100,000/unit and non residential at $150/sf. added to the existing market base (net 

increase over existing land values). Second, maximum growth induced by streetcar (within the streetcar influence zone) is 

the "high" absorption scenario increment shown in Table 4‐5 times the unit prices; plus a one time average 3% assumed 

increase in the market value of all property within 2 blocks of the streetcar line . (This value "bump up"  would probably occur 
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The streetcar maximum “value” added scenario would include the sum of value added by continuation 
of existing “baseline growth” (the annual rate of development over the past ten years), plus the 
maximum assumed additional growth projected to be induced by streetcar in the given corridor, plus a 
one‐time three percent increase in the value of all property in the given corridor. The increase in 
property value would be due to the addition of the transportation investment and proximity benefits of 
the streetcar, as seen in comparison cities, and would typically be realized over approximately three to 
seven years after the commencement of construction on the line. Applying the highest projected growth 
assumptions equally to each corridor, a streetcar could potentially add up to $110 million more in value 
and development in the Main Street corridor than in the Grand Boulevard corridor, as shown in Table 4–
6. The amounts projected to be induced by streetcar range from a 70% addition over and above baseline 
development in Grand Boulevard corridor to a 77% addition over baseline growth in the Main Street 
Corridor.  

4.3.2.4 Qualitative	Factors	
A series of interviews were conducted with downtown real‐estate and economic‐development 
stakeholders. These stakeholders are from public, quasi‐public and private entities and are active in the 
downtown real‐estate development market. The purpose of the interviews was to gain a better 
understanding of the primary market dynamics within the downtown area, and to discuss how 
enhanced transit might factor into the equation. While the stakeholders provided various insights, a few 
key points were made by most or all of the interviewees. These key points are briefly summarized below 
according to three main categories. It is important to note that the summary below is a compendium of 
opinions of those interviewed and may or may not be consistent with the overall findings of this report. 

A. The performance and outlook for various market sectors within downtown: 
 
1) Residential development has increased significantly in downtown over the past decade. 

Adaptive re‐use of existing buildings has accounted for most of this development and nearly all 
projects have received some sort of subsidy, most notably through the use of historic 
preservation tax credits. Development has occurred primarily in the central and western 
corridors. While the for sale (condominium) market has largely disappeared, there remains 
some demand for rental residential units. Tight credit markets are making it difficult for new 
projects to meet this demand.  
 

2) The downtown office market is very challenging. Vacancy rates are high and it will be several 
years before this supply is absorbed. Consequently, downtown rents are being driven low by the 
competition for a very limited pool of tenants. Additionally, competition with suburban markets, 
particularly those in Kansas where significant state incentives are being offered, is drawing office 
users away from downtown. Kansas City, MO has not been able to match the incentives offered 
in Kansas. With the possible exception of the occasional single‐tenant, build‐to‐suit project, new 
office development in downtown is highly unlikely in the near term. 
 

3) Retail and entertainment uses have significantly increased in the downtown area. The Power 
and Light District and Sprint Center are the major components of this trend. These projects and 
other smaller projects have changed the perception of downtown and made it more of a 
destination. Despite some success with these developments, an additional downtown 
population base is needed to add additional and more varied retail. 
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4) The downtown hotel market is also struggling with high room vacancy rates. This is in part due 

to national economic conditions limiting travel, but also due to a major decrease in conventions 
within downtown over the past decade. Additional hotel rooms would be needed to compete 
for more conventions, but the existing struggles and tight credit markets make this a difficult 
proposition. 
 

5) The cost of providing parking (generally structured) negatively affects the feasibility of projects 
downtown. 
 

B. The potential role of enhanced transit such as streetcar in the downtown market: 
 
1) Streetcar service would make residential development more attractive, but would not 

significantly reduce the level of subsidy required for new projects. 
 

2) Similarly, retail uses could benefit from the increased mobility offered by streetcar, but it does 
not seem that streetcar itself would significantly increase the level of retail development. More 
residents are needed downtown for more retail. 
 

3) Streetcar service is not likely to have a significant effect on the office market. 
 

4) Streetcar service could potentially benefit the visitor/entertainment/hotel market the most, but 
it is unclear if it would be enough to significantly improve the level of activity in these sectors. 
 

C. The relative merit of the Main Street and Grand Boulevard alignments: 
 
1) In general, the interviewees believed that either alignment could work, that both were 

attractive options and that the overall differences between the two potential alignments were 
slight. 
 

2) Nonetheless, there was a general perception that Main Street had more overall support and was 
the slightly better option. 
 

3) More specific comments that were commonly mentioned: 
a) The Main Street alignment was seen as having significant development momentum 

already and therefore some believed the project would have a stronger positive impact 
along Grand Boulevard. 

b) Grand Boulevard could present the easier option from a constructability and cost 
perspective due to its greater width. 

c) The Grand Boulevard line was seen as problematic due to: 
i. Opposition by the Cordish Group to the project going by their front door 
ii. Complications with the need to close Grand Boulevard for various major 

events throughout the year. 
iii. The greater distance from the convention center and hotels along Wyandotte 

Street. 
d) Grand Boulevard was seen as presenting more development sites within the Loop while 

Main presented more opportunities in other areas along the alignment. 
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4.3.3 THRIVE:		Strengthen	Downtown	Districts	and	Urban	Centers	
This objective aims to support existing residential and employment centers as well as support visitor and 
special event activities using the following three criteria: 

 Connections with existing residential and employment centers 

 Support for visitor and special event activities 

 Public and stakeholder support and/or opposition 

In most categories, in terms of alignment, there was either little difference between Grand Boulevard or 
Main Street or Main Street performed better, and in terms of mode, streetcar would perform better than 
enhanced bus. 

4.3.3.1 Support	Existing	Residential	and	Employment	Centers	
To understand each alternative’s ability to support residential and employment centers, the alternatives 
were evaluated based on the number of people who live and work within ¼ mile of one or more of the 
proposed stations. The alternatives compare very similarly; however, there are some differences 
between the modes and alignments (see Table 4–7 and Figure 4‐2). The difference between modes is an 
increase in the population served by the Enhanced Bus on Grand Boulevard Alternative. This increase is 
a function of how the bus would be routed through Union Station at the southern end of the alignment–
by circulating through Union Station, the bus is accessible by the residential neighborhoods in the 
Freight House district.  

The differences between Grand Boulevard and Main Street are consistent with previous analyses: Grand 
Boulevard serves more employment but less population and fewer households. This finding reflects the 
fact that Grand Boulevard is closer to the Government District and Main Street serves the population 
clusters on the western side of the study area. In summary, the alternative with the greatest potential is 
Grand Boulevard Enhanced Bus.  

Table 4–7:  Population and Employment Within ¼ mile of Tier 2 Alternative Stations 

Population	and	
Employment	within	
¼	Mile	of	Stations	

No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Employees n/a 50,853 50,853 47,150 47,150 

Population n/a 4,063 3,720 4,405 4,405 

Households n/a 2,907 2,677 3,211 3,211 
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Figure 4‐2:  Population and Employment Distribution in the Downtown Corridor Study Area 
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4.3.3.2 Support	Visitor	and	Special	Event	Activities	
Tourism and business visitor activity comprises an important part of the downtown corridor’s economy, 
thus the ability of a new transit circulator to support travel to and from hotels and special event venues 
is an important evaluation criteria. The evaluation process considered the accessibility of each 
alternative to hotels, hotel rooms, and special event venues; attendance at those venues shows there is 
no difference between modes, but there is a difference between alignments (see Table 4–8). Most of 
the differences between alignments results from Main Street’s proximity to the Convention Center and 
related hotels as well as the Kaufman Center for Performing Arts. Consequently, even though the Sprint 
Center is situated on Grand Boulevard, the Grand alignment is not within a ¼ mile of several hotels and 
special event venues, thus the two Main Street alternatives (bus and streetcar) outperform the No Build 
and Grand Boulevard alternatives. 

Table 4–8:  Activity Levels by Tier 2 Alternative 

Activity	Levels	 No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Major Hotels n/a 6 6 8 8 

Hotel Rooms n/a 2,469 2,469 3,474 3,474 

Special Event Venues n/a 4 4 6 6 

Annual Attendance1 n/a 3.3 million 3.3 million 5.7 million 5.7 million 
1 The annual attendance figures consider a wider range of venues than just those considered special event venues 

in order to get a better comparison between the alternatives.  

 

4.3.3.3 Public	and	Stakeholder	Input	
Prior to September 2011, two public open houses had been held to discuss the Corridor Alternatives 
Analysis. The first was held on June 21, 2011 and comments received as part of that meeting were 
incorporated into the Tier 1 screening process. The second, a public open house and “Streetcar Party”, 
was held on August 31, 2011. The open house provided information about the AA process, Tier 1 
screening process and ongoing work being conducted as part of the Tier 2 evaluation. The Streetcar 
Party offered members of the public a “sneak peak” of physical examples of the type of the streetcar 
and bus alternatives under consideration. Both a Kinkisharyo ameriTRAM and MAX bus were on display 
for members of the public to tour and view. 

Comments received as part of the August open house and Streetcar Party form the basis of the Public 
and Stakeholder Input show the following major themes: 

 There was overwhelming support for Streetcar over Enhanced Bus 

 Most liked the simplicity of both the alignments 

 Development stakeholders feel short‐term market consisted of residents, downtown visitors and 
guests, and that Main Street would better serve those populations 

 Main Street received more numerous and vocal support 

 Grand Boulevard received significant opposition from some key stakeholders, largely with the 
respect to potential impacts due to Grand Boulevard street closures for special events. 

As measured against the public and stakeholder input criteria, the Main Street Streetcar was preferred. 
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4.3.4 SUSTAIN:		Create	an	Environment	that	will	be	Sustainable	over	the	
Long	Term	

This goal aims to create a transit corridor that will become a vibrant, active area. Accordingly, the study 
team evaluated each alternative based on the following objectives: 

 Potential to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of existing transit service as measured by 
ridership, operating and capital costs, user benefits and cost effectiveness 

 Transit reliability 

 Impact on structure and surface parking 

 Impacts on utility systems 

 The potential to attract diverse set of private and public sector funding 

 Impacts on natural and historic resources  

There are several critical criteria evaluated under this goal, some of which favor Main Street Streetcar 
(ridership and transit reliability), some of which favor Grand Boulevard (utility impacts) and one that 
favors enhanced bus (capital costs). Considering all criteria together produces a preference for the Main 
Street streetcar. 

4.3.4.1 Potential	to	Improve	the	Effectiveness	and	Efficiency	of	Existing	Transit	
Service	

Ridership	

Understanding the number of riders each of the alternatives would attract was an essential evaluation 
criteria. Ridership estimates were also used to understand user benefits and system cost‐effectiveness.  

Transit ridership for a given route depends on various factors including socio‐economic characteristics, 
site conditions, transit supply variables, stop locations, etc. For this project, a sketch‐level direct‐
demand model was developed that used multivariate regression analysis based on existing ridership 
data obtained from KCATA and socioeconomic data extracted from the Mid‐America Regional Council 
(MARC) regional travel demand model. Peer system ridership characteristics and fixed guideway credits 
associated with unmeasured variables were also utilized to develop mode‐specific coefficients. Figure 
4‐3 shows the overall model development and application process. The resulting model then predicted 
ridership as a function of population, employment, and hotel‐motel rooms within a quarter mile of the 
project alignment.  

Ridership projections for both 2015 (opening year) and 2035 (forecast year) indicate that ridership for 
the streetcar alternatives would be significantly higher than enhanced bus ridership, and that Main 
Street would generate higher ridership than Grand Boulevard (see Table 4–9). These findings are 
consistent across scenarios that were developed to reflect different assumptions about land use and 
economic activity. In the opening year (2015), the ridership forecasts show the streetcar would attract 
more than twice as many riders as the Enhanced Bus service; this trend continues to 2035. Among the 
two streetcar alternatives, the Main Street Streetcar is expected to carry 9% more riders in than opening 
year and 10% more in the forecast year as compared with the Grand Boulevard alternative.  
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Figure 4‐3:  Overview of the Direct Demand Modeling Methodology 

 
The ridership forecasts are considered conservative because event‐related ridership was not adequately 
captured in this analysis. While the service design parameters assumed that the proposed transit 
services would serve a large event‐related market, this market was not estimated due to the lack of 
readily available data. Several private charter and shuttle buses currently serve the event patrons 
traveling between hotels and venues, and ridership could be substantially higher depending on how 
these event related transit services are reconfigured with the project in place.  

Table 4–9:  Opening Year (2015) and Horizon Year (2035) Daily Ridership for Tier 2 Alternatives 

Daily	Ridership:	 No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Opening Year (2015) n/a 1,183 2,662 1,287 2,896 

Forecast Year (2035) n/a 2,465 5,547 2,677 6,023 

Scenario Analysis1 

Moderate Growth n/a 2,442 5,655 2,681 6,220 

High Growth n/a — 6,271 — 6,928 
1 Economic activity scenarios reflect assumed growth in economic activity resulting from implementation of the new 

transit system. Thus, the streetcar alternatives will experience additional growth in ridership due to the assumed 
impact of the streetcar on development patterns. 

 

4.3.4.2 Annual	Operating	Costs	
Operating costs for downtown corridor services would be related to the mode of service operated and 
the amount of service provided. At any given level of service, streetcar service is inherently more 
expensive to operate than bus service, largely due to higher infrastructure (tracks and power system) 
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and vehicle maintenance costs. However, in many cases, because streetcars have higher capacities and 
shorter dwell times than buses, less service is required, and this can offset the higher unit operating 
costs. 

At the present time, only three other cities (Portland, Seattle, and Tacoma) operate modern streetcar 
service, with costs per revenue vehicle hour (RVH) ranging from $175 to $386. These costs are 43% to 
128% higher than for regular bus service. In cities that operate historic streetcars, streetcar costs are 
generally 35% to 50% higher than for regular bus service. With the exception of Tacoma, these 
differentials are similar as for modern streetcar service. 

KCATA’s operating cost structure is significantly lower than those in Portland, Seattle, and Tacoma. In 
2009, KCATA had operating costs of $104 per revenue vehicle hour. This compares to 2009/2010 bus 
operating costs in Portland, Seattle, and Tacoma of $123, $146, and $169. With KCATA’s lower operating 
cost structure, the cost of Kansas City streetcar service would also be lower, and based on the 
streetcar/bus differentials in Portland and Seattle, the expected 2009 costs would be approximately 
$150 per revenue vehicle hour. Assuming 3.5% inflation per year, expected operating costs in 2015, 
which is when service would be projected to begin, would be $184 per revenue vehicle hour. Enhanced 
bus operating costs would be similar to KCATA’s current costs for MAX service, which would be 
approximately $127 per revenue vehicle hour in 2015. 

Streetcar service could be provided with three vehicles, whereas enhanced bus service would require 
four vehicles. This would be because longer bus dwell times, largely for wheelchair boardings and 
alightings and the loading of and unloading of bicycles with front‐mounted bike racks) would increase 
running times to the extent that 10 minute (or 11 minute) service would require four buses.  

On this basis, 2015 operating costs for either streetcar alternative would be $3.19 million per year (see 
Table 4–10), versus $2.95 million per year for the two enhanced bus alternatives. The differential would 
be relatively low, because as described above, four buses would be in service at most times for 
Enhanced Bus service, versus three streetcars for streetcar service. 
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Table 4–10:  Operating Assumptions and Cost Estimates for Tier 2 Alternatives 

	 No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Service Frequencies      

Monday–Thursday      

   6 AM - 9 PM n/a 10 10 10 11 

   9 PM - 12 AM n/a 20 20 20 22 

Friday and Saturday      

   6 AM - 2 AM n/a 10 10 10 11 

Sundays      

   8 AM - 9 PM n/a 20 20 20 22 

Peak Vehicle Requirement n/a 4 3 4 3 

Vehicle Service Hours      

Monday–Thursday n/a 66 50 66 50 

Friday and Saturday n/a 80 60 80 60 

Sunday n/a 26 20 26 20 

Annual n/a 23,160 17,370 23,160 17,370 

Annual Operating Costs      

2011 n/a $2,572,202 $2,777,978 $2,572,202 $2,777,978 

Unit Costs (OC/RVH)1  $111 $160 $111 $160 

2015 n/a $2,951,661 $3,187,793 $2,951,661 $3,187,793 

Unit Costs (OC/RVH)1  $127 $184 $127 $184 
1 Operating Costs (OC) per Revenue Vehicle Hours (RVH) (RVH = Vehicle Service Hours) 

 

4.3.4.3 Capital	Costs	
Capital cost estimates were developed at a level of detail necessary to accurately compare alternatives 
and establish a baseline project budget. Broadly speaking, this means that the estimates reflect a 
conceptual level of engineering and technical evaluation of the potential alignments. The analysis also 
considers historic streetcar project costs on similar type projects. These costs were adjusted, as 
necessary, to be relative to the bidding market in Kansas City versus the source project (primarily 
Portland, the most recent streetcar project constructed). The estimates include quantifiable items with 
unit costs as well as allowances for anticipated items that do not have sufficient detail to quantify at this 
time. The estimates include all projects costs including construction, right of way, vehicles, professional 
services (soft costs), allocated and unallocated contingencies and inflation. Combined, these project 
costs make up the total project cost as viewed by FTA and are established using the FTA Standard Cost 
Categories (SCC) workbook. 

Not surprisingly, streetcar service would be significantly more expensive than Enhanced Bus, at $101 to 
$102 million versus $18 to $20 million (in 2015 dollars) (see Table 4–11). The large difference in costs 
would be largely attributable to costs for tracks, the power supply system, and vehicles. 

Among the enhanced bus alternatives, Grand Boulevard is projected to cost approximately $2.7 million 
less in capital costs than Main Street. The difference is due to numerous factors, the most significant 
being the greater number of stops and amount of site work along Main Street. The Grand Boulevard 
alignment would have 19 stops total (9 one‐way stops in each direction and one bi‐directional stop at 
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Union Station), while the Main Street alignment would have 12 one‐way stops in each direction, for a 
total of 24 stops. This difference would increase construction costs by about $725,000, and the costs of 
the fare collection system by about $414,000. The Main Street alternative would also require greater 
allowances for pedestrian improvements, streetscaping, and roadway improvements since there are 
more intersections along Main Street. Greater allowances were also made along Main Street for 
modifying existing traffic signals, installing new pedestrian traffic signals, and allowing for signal priority 
as well.  

The capital costs for the streetcar would be $101 million for the Main Street alternative and $102 million 
for the Grand Boulevard alternative. The Main Street alignment is slightly longer; therefore, the 
alternative would incur additional costs associated with more track; the alignment assumptions also 
include extra stops. However, the Grand Boulevard alternative would require additional systems 
development, and the final analysis shows both alternatives as having very similar costs.  

Table 4–11:  Capital Cost Estimates for Tier 2 Alternatives 

Costs	in	Dollars	($)	 No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Guideway and Track 
Elements 

0 0 10,946,000 0 12,296,000 

Stations, Stops, 
Terminals, Intermodal 

0 3,086,000 2,593,000 3,811,000 3,215,500 

Support Facilities 0 0 8,972,000 0 8,972,000 

Site work & Special 
Conditions 

0 3,737,000 14,242,000 4,198,000 14,137,000 

Systems 0 2,979,000 16,907,000 3,695,000 14,396,000 

Construction Subtotal 0 9,802,000 53,660,000 11,703,000 53,017,000 

ROW, Land, Existing 
Improvements 

0 0 2,714,000 0 2,714,000 

Vehicles 0 3,215,000 19,535,000 3,215,000 19,535,000 

Professional Services 0 3,032,000 16,704,000 3,620,000 16,475,000 

Non-Construction 
Subtotal 

0 16,049,00 92,613,000 18,538,000 91,741,000 

Unallocated Contingency 0 1,605,000 9,261,000 1,854,000 9,174,000 

Total 0 17,654,000 101,874,000 20,392,000 100,915,500 

Note:  All costs in $2015. 
Source: HDR, 2011 

 

4.3.4.4 Transit	Cost‐	Effectiveness	and	Efficiency	
The streetcar alternatives would be more expensive to construct and operate, but they would carry 
many more passengers reflecting both higher ridership forecasts and greater vehicle capacity. As a 
result, in terms of operating cost per passenger and passengers per revenue vehicle hour, in the forecast 
year, streetcar service would be more effective (see Table 4–12). In the forecast year, the Main Street 
Streetcar Alternative would be marginally more cost effective than the Grand Boulevard Streetcar 
Alternative for both operating cost per passenger and passengers per revenue hour. 
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The operating cost per passenger (measured in 2011 dollars) show that the streetcar alternatives cost 
$3.30 to $3.60, compared to $6.90 to $7.50 for enhanced bus. In 2035, with large projected increases in 
streetcar ridership, the costs would be $1.50 to $1.65 for streetcar services versus $3.20 to $3.50 for 
enhanced bus. Passenger per revenue vehicle hour differentials would be similarly large. In 2015, 
streetcar service would carry 45 to 50 passengers per revenue hour versus 15 on enhanced bus. In 2035, 
streetcar service would carry between 100 and 110 passengers per vehicle hour versus 30 to 35 on 
Enhanced Bus. 

Table 4–12:  Cost Effectiveness Measures 

Cost	Effectiveness	Measures	
No	

Build	
Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	Bus	
Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Ridership (Annual)      

  2015 n/a 343,000 775,000 374,000 845,000 

  2035 (Moderate Growth Scenario) n/a 733,000 1,697,000 804,000 1,866,000 

  Operating Costs (Annual; $2011) n/a $2.6 m $2.8 m $ 2.6 m $2.8 m 

  Vehicle Revenue Hours (Annual) n/a 23,160 17,370 23,160 17,370 

 Capital Costs ($2011) n/a $16.7m $95.0m $19.3m $95.0m 

Operating Cost/Passenger ($2011)      

  2015 n/a $7.50 $3.60 $6.90 $3.30 

  2035 n/a $3.50 $1.60 $3.20 $1.50 

Passengers/Revenue Hour      

  2015 n/a 15 45 15 50 

  2035 n/a 30 100 35 110 

 

4.3.4.5 Reliability	
Another important evaluation criteria is the ability of the alternatives to provide dependable, relatable 
service. One of the most significant differences between alignments would be the impact of street 
closures on service operations. There are currently 21 full or partial day street closures on Grand 
Boulevard related to events at the Sprint Center, Crown Center, and other locations (see Table 4–13). 
These street closures are viewed as critical to business interests at the Sprint Center, Crown Center, and 
the Power and Light District, but would disrupt transit service in the corridor. By contrast, there are no 
street closures on Main Street. 

Enhanced bus service on Grand Boulevard would be able to easily detour around Grand Boulevard street 
closures (as is the case with existing bus service on Grand Boulevard). However, this would not be the 
case with streetcar service, and a major disadvantage for the Grand Boulevard streetcar alternative 
would be that either streetcar service would need to disrupt special event‐related street closures or the 
street closures would disrupt streetcar service. 

Table 4–13:  Street Closures by Tier 2 Alternative 

Annual	Summertime	
Street	Closures	

No	Build	 Enhanced	
Bus	Grand	

Streetcar	
Grand	

Enhanced	
Bus	Main	

Streetcar	
Main	

Partial Day n/a 5 5 0 0 

Full Day n/a 16 16 0 0 

Total n/a 21 21 0 0 
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4.3.4.6 Convert	Surface	Parking	to	Higher	Value	Uses	
The Tier 2 screening process also considered the potential of each alternative in terms of being able to 
effect the conversion of surface parking to higher‐value land uses. The differences between modes are 
captured in the economic development analysis (see Develop criteria), which suggest that the streetcar 
service would offer a considerable advantage in terms of stimulating development as compared with 
enhanced bus.  

Differences would also be found between the two alignments. Both alignments have a significant 
amount of surface and structured parking, providing significant opportunities for converting parking into 
higher value uses (see Table 4–14). In terms of the amount of surface parking with in a ¼ mile of each 
station, the differences between alignments and modes is not great, with a range from 155.9 acres 
(Grand Boulevard Enhanced Bus) to 158.2 (Main Street Streetcar). 

Table 4–14:  Surface and Structured Parking by Alternative 

Acres	of	Parking	
Within	¼	mile	of	

Stations	
No	Build	

Enhanced	
Bus	on	
Grand	

Streetcar	
on	Grand

Enhanced	
Bus	on	
Main	

Streetcar	
on	Main	

Surface n/a 109.7 108.1 105.0 105.0 

Structured n/a 47.8 47.8 53.2 53.2 

Total n/a 157.4 155.9 158.2 158.2 

 

4.3.4.7 Utility	Impacts	
The number and location of utilities could greatly impact costs associated with building a fixed‐guideway 
system in downtown Kansas City; therefore, broadly assessing potential impact is a major consideration 
of the evaluation. In the case of this study, utility impacts would primarily be associated with streetcar 
rather than the enhanced bus or no build options. The focus of the utility impact evaluation, therefore, 
is assessing the differences associated with development on Grand Boulevard as compared with Main 
Street. The data supporting the evaluation include a combination of information from the City of Kansas 
City, Missouri together with information supplied by private utility companies. It includes water, sanitary 
sewer, storm sewer, combined sanitary and storm sewer, gas, steam/chilled water, electric and 
communications. While AT&T and Verizon/MCI did not provide documentation of the location of their 
utility lines, they did provide rankings of the alternatives. This information was included in the 
evaluation process. 

Grand Boulevard would have the least amount of utility impacts associated with storm sewer, 
communication lines and steam/chilled water. Main Street, on the other hand, would have fewer water, 
sanitary sewer and gas utility impacts, but a very high impact on communication lines. These impacts are 
associated with a large duct line that contains numerous communication lines for multiple companies. 
As a result, the Grand Boulevard Streetcar Alternative would have fewer utility impacts as compared 
with the Main Street Streetcar Alternative. 

4.3.4.8 Provide	Sustainable	Funding	for	Corridor	Improvements	and	Operations	
A common thread that has run through stakeholder and civic leader discussions on financing is the belief 
that the finance plan must be downtown‐focused rather than imposed Citywide. Most stakeholders 
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generally believe that if a downtown circulator is constructed employing a fixed‐guideway (such as 
embedded rails) it would not merely provide a beneficial transit effect, but also would provide a sense 
of permanence that would lead to significant investment and reinvestment in the vicinity of the fixed‐
guideway system. Stakeholders and civic leaders understand that any new system will likely need to be 
funded substantially (if not wholly) by newly created revenue, so that existing levels of transit service, 
and the funding thereof, are not diminished or otherwise adversely affected. Finally, all parties generally 
agree that aggressive efforts will need to be undertaken at the appropriate time to secure one or more 
Federal contributions to defray the costs of the project. On this basis, a number of guiding principles for 
project financing were developed: 

 No dedicated city‐wide sales or property tax 

 Fixed rail system creates “permanence” that spurs investment 

 No diversion of KCATA funding 

 Maximize opportunities for Federal contribution 

In order to create new funding sources that are downtown‐focused, it is anticipated that the project will 
be constructed and financed under the auspices of a Missouri Transportation Development District, or 
“TDD”, formed pursuant to the Missouri Transportation Development District Act, § 238.200, et seq., 
RSMo (the “Act”). A TDD would be a distinct entity operating as a political subdivision of the State, 
governed by a Board of Directors. A TDD has the statutory power to establish (after the approval of a 
majority vote of the qualified voters within the TDD) several sources of revenue within the boundaries 
(and only within the boundaries) of the TDD. 

The current strategy being considered is that voters would be asked to agree to the formation of a TDD 
with boundaries that cover much of the downtown core. The specific boundaries remain subject to 
refinement, but initial thoughts are that the district would run (generally) from the Missouri River on the 
north to either Pershing Road or 27th Street on the south, and then from the centerline of Broadway on 
the west to the centerline of Locust on the east. 

Of the various revenue sources that can be established by a TDD, the most expedient and reliable 
(reliability being important to the capital markets that will be asked to accept these anticipated bonds) 
would be (1) a district‐wide (but only district‐wide) sales tax, and (2) special assessments on property 
within the district (but only within the district). The project could also receive revenue from rider fares 
as well as advertising on vehicles and even perhaps permanent “naming rights” for vehicles. 

4.3.4.9 Minimize/Mitigate	Impacts	on	Natural	and	Historic	Resources:		Improve	Air	
Quality	

Based on an early, reconnaissance‐level identification of issues related to environmental compliance, no 
significant environmental issues have been identified for any of the alternatives. Note that while this 
review followed the checklist for a Documented Categorical Exclusion (DCE) environmental action, it is 
not intended to be a DCE. This assessment included (see also Table 4–15): 

 Location and Zoning ‐ All alternatives would be compliant with existing local zoning and planning. 
Revisions to land‐use and development plans, polices and codes could enhance the success of the 
transit investment. 
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 Traffic and Parking ‐ Main Street and Grand Boulevard are the main north‐south arterial streets 
within the study corridor. They are spine roads serving the heart of the Kansas City central business 
district. They also intersect with numerous important east‐west streets over the two‐mile study 
corridor.  

 Streetcar:  Overall, based on the current traffic volumes in both corridors, it appears that there 
is sufficient capacity to support the addition of the streetcar in either corridor. If parking 
adjustments were made such that only two lanes are available in both directions on the street 
to be served by the streetcar, then placing the streetcar on Main Street would be preferred as it 
has lower current and projected future traffic volumes. However, if parking is to be removed 
from Grand Boulevard, then that street could better accommodate the streetcar from a 
roadway capacity standpoint. Conversely, that removal of parking would potentially affect a 
number of businesses and downtown residents/visitors.  

 Enhanced Bus:  The enhanced bus option would not require changes to all parking spaces along 
a block, but it would require adjustments that facilitate fast, high‐frequency operations and 
clear stop locations. It is not anticipated that the enhanced bus option would negatively affect 
either corridor in a substantial manner. 

 Aesthetics ‐ Project features would be designed to fit within the existing streetscape and urban 
environment. The project design would need to be sensitive to the character of the streetscape and 
the general urban environment in the project area. In this case, most design elements would fit 
within the existing environment. However, streetcar service could require an overhead catenary 
system, which may be viewed as an undesirable visual feature by some parties. 

 Air Quality ‐ Generally, relatively small projects such as a streetcar or enhanced bus service do not 
have a significant effect on local or regional air quality or greenhouse gases, but they can contribute 
to lower VMT, which can contribute to small improvements in local and regional air quality. 

 Coastal Zone ‐ The study area is not in or near a designated coastal zone management area. 

 Hazardous Materials ‐ The 2009 Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives Analysis included a complete 
database search of state and Federal environmental records (over 20 databases and lists) as well as 
a review of Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps. The current study corridor is quite similar to the proposed 
2009 LRT corridors in the downtown area. Both considered Main Street and Grand Boulevard as 
possible routes. Therefore, it is expected that the six High and Medium priority sites identified for 
the downtown area for the 2009 study would apply to similarly to the current evaluation. Of the 
identified sites, three are along or in the vicinity of Grand and one is along Main Street (see Table 4–
15). 

For the enhanced bus alternatives, very little construction would be required (e.g. shelters and 
signs). Therefore, it should be possible to avoid the sites referenced above and/or implement the 
project without hazardous waste site impacts. 

For the streetcar alternatives, the construction would include shallow excavation to install the track 
slab and rails, as well as stations, signage, and the required power lines. Most if not all of this 
construction is expected to occur within the existing public right‐of‐way. Therefore, it should still be 
possible to avoid the sites listed above and/or implement the project without hazardous waste site 
impacts.   
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Table 4–15:  Comparison of Environmental and Historic Effects for Tier 2 Alternatives 

Environment
al	Measure:	

Enhanced	Bus	on	
Grand	 Streetcar	on	Grand	 Enhanced	Bus	on	

Main	
Streetcar	on	Main	

Visual/Aesthetics No catenary system Overhead catenary system 
added to corridor. 
Catenary system may 
result in greater visual 
impact due to higher 
number of NRHP-eligible 
properties (see historic and 
cultural) 

No catenary system Overhead catenary system 
added to corridor 

Air Quality Operation emissions - 
diesel engines would 
contribute emissions (CO, 
NOx, SOx, VOCs, PM). 
Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and 
equipment (CO, NOx, 
SOx, VOCs, PM) 

Operation emissions - 
electric engines would 
contribute no emissions. 
Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and 
equipment (CO, NOx, 
SOx, VOCs, PM) 

Operation emissions - 
diesel engines would 
contribute emissions (CO, 
NOx, SOx, VOCs, PM). 
Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and 
equipment (CO, NOx, 
SOx, VOCs, PM) 
Due to existing constrained 
roadway capacity, may 
require hot spot analyses 
at major intersections. 

Operation emissions - 
electric engines would 
contribute no emissions. 
Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and 
equipment (CO, NOx, 
SOx, VOCs, PM) 
Due to existing constrained 
roadway capacity, may 
require hot spot analyses 
at major intersections. 

Noise and 
Vibration 

Noise from buses would be 
similar to existing bus 
operations 

Noise from Streetcar 
operations would be 
generally similar to trucks 
and buses operating in the 
streets 
Noise analysis would be 
necessary where there are 
sensitive receptors along 
the route such as 
Residential uses. 

Noise from buses would be 
similar to existing bus 
operations 

Noise from Streetcar 
operations would be 
generally similar to trucks 
and buses operating in the 
streets 
Noise analysis would be 
necessary where there are 
sensitive receptors along 
the route such as 
Residential uses. 

Historic and 
Cultural  

19 NRHP-listed properties 
27 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

19 NRHP-listed properties 
27 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

19 NRHP-listed properties 
13 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

19 NRHP-listed properties 
13 NRHP-eligible 
properties 
 

Parks (& Section 
4(f)/6(f)) 

1 park 
1 trail crossing 
4 KCPRD pkwy/blvds 
(including Grand) 
No 6(f) properties 

1 park 
1 trail crossing 
4 KCPRD pkwy/blvds 
(including Grand) 
No 6(f) properties 

1 park 
2 fountains 
1 trail crossing 
2 KCPRD pkwy/blvds 
No 6(f) properties 

1 park 
2 fountains 
1 trail crossing 
2 KCPRD pkwy/blvds 
No 6(f) properties 

Natural 
Resources 

same same same same 

Biological 
Resources 

  Peregrine falcon nest, 
Commerce Tower 

Peregrine falcon nest, 
Commerce Tower 

Water Quality same same same same 
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Environment
al	Measure:	

Enhanced	Bus	on	
Grand	 Streetcar	on	Grand	 Enhanced	Bus	on	

Main	
Streetcar	on	Main	

Construction There would be limited 
construction of new transit 
facilities with the bus 
alternatives 

Construction of new 
trackway, stops, 
maintenance facility and 
related improvements. 
Construction would be 
almost exclusively within 
the street right-of-way  
Construction effects would 
be temporary and could 
take approximately 2 years 
overall, but could be much 
shorter in any single 
location. 
Key construction effects 
would be to traffic, parking 
and access to uses 
adjacent to the 
improvements. 

There would be limited 
construction of new transit 
facilities with the bus 
alternatives 
 

Construction of new 
trackway, stops, 
maintenance facility and 
related improvements. 
Construction would be 
almost exclusively within 
the street right-of-way. 
Construction effects would 
be temporary and could 
take approximately 2 years 
overall, but could be 
shorter in any single 
location. 
Key construction effects 
would be to traffic, parking 
and access to uses 
adjacent to the 
improvements. 

 

Table 4–16:  Locations with Potential Hazardous Materials 

Source: Compiled by HDR Engineering, Inc. from 2009 Light Rail Transit Alternatives Analysis, Kansas City Area Transportation Authority 
(KCATA) 
 
Based on the available information, it does not appear that there are any major hazardous‐materials‐
related obstacles to implementing enhanced bus or streetcar service on either Main Street or Grand. 
The small number of sites, with the distribution noted, also does not indicate that one street alignment 
should be substantially preferred over the over with respect to hazardous materials. 

Location	 Name	 Priority	
Description
(quoted	from	2009	LRT	Study)	

3920 Main Street NA - Spill Site High “The site is listed as a Spill site. According to the EDR 
database report, a tenant at the site reported a petroleum 
fluid seeping through cracks in the building foundation. 
The fire department believed the fluid was fuel oil from an 
unknown Underground Storage Tank (UST). A test of the 
fluid indicated that the material may be solvents from a 
former on-site dry cleaner. No other actions were 
reported for the site.” 

Grand Ave. and 18th St. 
(Sanborn Map Year 1963) 

Filling station with 
gasoline tanks 

High “ … it is likely a majority of the noted USTs have been 
removed. However, due to the age of the sites, UST 
design standards pre-dating the late 1980s, and the lack 
of significant environmental regulation prior to the late 
1960s, it is likely that many of the USTs had releases and 
the impacted soils and groundwater were not remediated 
following removal of the USTs. Petroleum products that 
may have been released at these historical sites has 
likely attenuated to a degree, but without further 
investigation, the level attenuation and impact is not 
known.” 

100 feet south of Grand 
Ave. and 20th St. 
(Sanborn Map Year 1963) 

Filling station with 
gasoline tanks 

High 
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 Navigable Waterways ‐ While the Missouri River is less than 1,500 feet from potential northern 
termini of the project alternatives, none are considered close enough to impact the waterway. 

 Noise and Vibration ‐ Noise and vibration effects from buses on either Main Street or Grand 
Boulevard would be similar to what exists today with the operations of the MAX and other buses in 
the study area. Noise and vibration effects from streetcars would be relatively similar to the effects 
of existing buses and trucks in the area. In addition, it has generally been found that vibration is not 
a significant issue related to operations of a streetcar project unless there is a particularly sensitive 
building or function along the alignment and in close proximity to the trackway. Potentially sensitive 
receptors along the routes have not yet been specifically identified, but could include residences 
and performance venues located very close to the tracks. Construction of project improvements 
would likely include both noise and vibration that would be short term and temporary in nature. 

 Prime and Unique Farmlands ‐ None of the alternatives, which are all located in or near downtown 
Kansas City, Missouri, would involve the use of any prime or unique farmlands. 

 Biological and Natural Resources ‐ Due to the built‐up urban environment of the study area, minimal 
to no impacts to natural and biological resources are anticipated. 

 Cultural and Historic ‐ There are a number of NRHP‐listed and NRHP‐eligible structures within the 
study area, and any structure or other potential historic resource over 50 years of age could be 
eligible for protection under city, state, and federal historic preservation regulations. Because 
historically, streetcars were instrumental in the development of downtown Kansas City, 
reintroduction of modern streetcars would not generally be incompatible with the historic character 
of the area.  

 Parklands ‐ None of the alternatives would have a direct impact on any parks. However, the Kansas 
City Parks and Recreation Department (KCPRD) has jurisdiction over Grand Boulevard. As a result, 
any transit improvements along Grand Boulevard would need to be coordinated with KCRPD. 

 Seismic ‐ There are no known seismic conditions associated with the alternatives. However, all 
project improvements would be designed to applicable seismic standards. 

 Water Quality and Hydrology ‐ No water quality or hydrology impacts were identified. However, 
because the study area is located within the Turkey Creek/Central Industrial District Basin identified 
in the 2010 Consent Decree (which prescribes sewer improvements the City will make over the next 
25 years) , green infrastructure solutions as well as construction best management practices (BMPs) 
would need to be identified for the selected alternative and would be required during 
implementation as part of the project design. 

 Construction Impacts ‐ The effects of construction would vary, depending on the selected project. If 
either of the bus alternatives were selected, there would be limited new construction in the study 
area for project improvements. If either of the streetcar alternatives were selected, there would be 
short‐term construction in the study area including the trackway, stops, power substations, 
overhead centenary, a maintenance facility and related improvements. Construction would 
generally be within the street right‐of‐way, and would take approximately 2 years from the 
beginning of construction to operations. Construction methods could be employed that would limit 
construction in any one location to a much shorter period. Primary effects of construction would be 
to traffic, parking, and access in the vicinity of the project improvements. Access to adjacent uses 
could be maintained to all uses during construction. 
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Construction of the project would generate local jobs during the construction period and could 
provide economic benefits to businesses that support the construction efforts. Conversely, 
temporary construction activities can disrupt business operations in the vicinity of the construction 
area.  

 Property Acquisition ‐ Generally, none of the alternatives would require the acquisition of property. 
However, some of the alternatives involving the streetcar mode may require the acquisition of 
property for a vehicle maintenance and storage facility. Most of the sites under consideration for a 
maintenance facility are publicly owned. 

 

4.3.5 Summary	of	the	Tier	2	Evaluation	
Overall, the Tier 2 evaluation identified the Main Street Streetcar as the strongest candidate for the LPA. 
While several criteria showed no measurable difference between alternatives, there were several 
criteria where either the Main Street alignment and/or the streetcar option demonstrated considerable 
advantages over the Enhanced Bus mode. The criteria that largely influenced the local review and 
agency preferences include the connections to the activity centers, the economic development 
potential, public and stakeholder input, and service effectiveness as shown in Table 4–17. 

 

Table 4–17:  Summary of Evaluation Results of the Primary Criteria for the Tier 2 Alignments and Modes 

Primary	Criteria		 Strongest	Alignment	 Strongest	Mode	
Activity Center Connections Main Street None 

Activity Levels None None 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections None None 

Economic Development Activity None None 

Economic Development Potential Main Street Streetcar 

Residential and Employment Activity Main Street Streetcar 

Transit Reliability Main Street None 

Public and Stakeholder Input Main Street Streetcar 

Ridership Main Street Streetcar 

Capital Costs None Enhanced Bus 

Service Effectiveness Main Street Streetcar 

Environmental and Natural Resources None None 

Note: this table shows a summary of the Tier 2 evaluation. Refer to the text of section 4.3 for additional 
details.  
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5. Public Involvement 
When the downtown corridor alternatives analysis study began in early 2011, one of the early efforts 
was to develop a Public Participation Plan10. The plan was developed and executed by the Partnership 
team with consultant assistance from the HDR consultant team, and specifically Patti Banks Associates. 
The purpose of the plan was to provide a framework from which to guide the public participation 
process for the downtown corridor AA.  

5.1 Overview	of	Public	Involvement	Program	
The public participation effort was based on the belief that people whose lives would be affected by 
planning and investment decisions have a right to be involved in the decision‐making process and 
influence choices that are made. The public participation program was designed to be a proactive 
process in which the governing bodies worked to engage the affected public in a variety of opportunities 
to become involved, and included a meaningful and transparent process that ensured effective 
communication about how public participation would influence the decisions. 

The partnership team was fully committed to a public participation process that: 

 Involved the public in decisions that could affect their lives 

 Ensured that the public’s contribution would influence the decision‐making 

 Communicated how the public’s contribution would influence decisions 

 Was adaptable and sensitive to diverse audiences 

 Promoted respect 

 Provided equal access to opportunities, information and education 

 Was consistent and reliable 

 Promoted continued engagement 

 Allowed for flexibility and use of creative approaches 

 Maintained honesty and integrity throughout the process 

 Encouraged early and active participation 

 Involved process evaluation and monitoring tools 
 
During the study, the public outreach effort included three open houses, scheduled around key 
milestones. They were planned to provide information to the public about the study, gather feedback on 
the study and Locally Preferred Alternative decision, gain input on the financing strategies considered 
for the project, and inform the public and decision‐makers about the community issues and concerns. 
The three open houses were generally planned and scheduled as follows: 

                                                            

10 KC Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis: Public Participation Plan, May 2011 
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 The first open house was to share with the public the early draft materials and receive feedback 
from the public on: 

 Draft goals and objectives,  

 Draft purpose and need,  

 Preliminary list of alignment options for Tier 1 Analysis. 

 The second open house was planned to share the early results of the Tier 1 screening of alignment 
options. 

 The third open house was planned to share the early results of the Tier 2 screening of the Enhanced 
Bus and Streetcar Alternatives for Main Street and Grand Boulevard.  

MARC hosted a project web site located on the www.kcsmartmoves.org web page for the downtown 
corridor alternatives analysis materials. The web site was regularly updated with the most current study 
materials, invitations to the study’s open houses, etc. The Project Team also distributed a series of 
media kits throughout the duration of the project. The kits included fact sheets, media releases, display 
adds, Frequently Asked Questions, and a list of Partnership Team contacts to provide updates on key 
milestones. In addition, e‐mail blasts were used to share study information, such as open house notices, 
and summaries of public input, along with other key milestone information. Social Media was also 
employed to reach out to the public.  

5.2 Summary	of	Public	Feedback	
As described above, the public outreach process included a variety of methods to engage the public in 
the study. The following section summarizes the outreach efforts and feedback received. 

5.2.1 Public	Open	House	#1		
This open house was held on June 21, 
2011 from 4:00 to 6:30 PM at the 
Central Branch of the Kansas City 
Public Library at 14 W 10th Street in 
Kansas City. Two short and identical 
presentations were given at 4:30 and 
5:30.  

Notice of the open house was 
provided via press release, 
www.smartmoves.org email blast, 
bus bulletin, Facebook, and 
stakeholder meeting announcements.  

A total of 113 people attended the 
open house in addition to project 
team members. Attendees included 
local public officials and staff; 
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downtown residents; business representatives; neighborhood groups; umbrella agencies; advocacy 
groups; and television, print and radio news media. 

The purpose of the meeting was to provide targeted stakeholder groups and the general public and 
media with an overview of the downtown corridor AA as well as to:  

 Share information about: 

 How the AA differs from previous studies 

 The planning process and Schedule for the AA 

 Differences between transit modes, such as the modern streetcar and circulator bus 

 Alignment options for the potential fixed‐guideway starter line 

 Eventual development of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and general financing strategies.  

 Gather feedback on: 

 Draft Goals and Objectives 

 Draft Purpose and Need 

 Preferred alignments 

 Preferred modes 

Handouts provided to meeting participants included: 

 Meeting Overview 

 Project Fact Sheet 

 Project Comment Form 

 Meeting Evaluation Form 

Exhibits at the meeting included: 

 Welcome: Relevant meeting information 

 Overview: Project description 

 Process and Schedule: General project details 

 Project Purpose and Need: Purpose and need statement 

 Modes of Transit: Circulator bus and modern streetcar comparison 

 How to Pay for If: Guiding principles and potential sources of funding 

 Next Steps: Planning process activities for July – September 2011 

 Stay Informed: www.smartmoves.org 

General Summary of Comments received: 
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Fifty (50) hardcopy and 14 electronic comment cards were returned to the project team plus other 
comments received in a variety of ways, e.g. by email, phone, or letter, during the weeks that followed 
the open house. Generally, the feedback received related to: 

 Improve transit downtown: 

 For visitors, residents, and workers alike 

 Due to issues with the current bus system (general and MAX), e.g. timing/scheduling, confusing 
routes 

 Better connect destinations 

 Improve convenience 

 Decrease dependence on the automobile 

 Improve the urban core and spur development 

 Help Kansas City compete with other cities 

 Agreement on the purpose and need statement, noting that the starter line could: 

 Trigger economic development and encourage infill 

 Support continual growth downtown 

 Represent permanent downtown investment 

 Create better transit connections and circulation, particularly for short trips 

 Be the beginning of fixed‐guideway transit in Kansas City 

 Support tourism 

 Interest in the modern streetcar because it would: 

 Use permanent rails 

 Be a predictable, fixed‐route circulator 

 Have a positive connotation/perception 

 Offer an easy riding experience 

 Demonstrate permanence of investment 

 Interest in all of the alignment alternatives 

 Most comments focused on Main Street and the Main Street/Walnut couplet and other 
provided alternatives, but one respondent suggested that Wyandotte Street be studied among 
the alignment alternatives. 

 Other comments 

 Excited about the project. 

 Connections into or through the City Market – Additional detail and presentation requested. 
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 Potential for expansion and connection with other transit routes 

 Integration and accommodation of bicycles with the starter line 

 Expanded bus service as a better mode choice than streetcar 

 Consideration and accommodations for the Performing Arts and Sprint Centers events and/or 
activities. 

 Request for additional streetcar details, .e.g. operations, hours of service, funding mechanisms, 
potential rider fares/ticketing, potential ridership, timing for construction, etc. 

5.2.2 Public	Open	House	#2	
This open house was held on August 31, 2011 
from 8:00 AM to 6:30 PM in the Grand Hall of 
Union Station (30 West Pershing Road) in Kansas 
City. No formal presentations were given. The 
open house was held in conjunction with the 
Regional Transit Alliance’s (RTA’s) Streetcar Party 
from 7 AM to 7 PM at Union Station on the same 
day to give the public a “sneak peak” at the 
physical examples of the types of streetcar and 
bus alternatives under consideration in the 
downtown corridor AA study.  

Notice was provided via press release, 
www.smartmoves.org email blast, bus bulletin, 
Facebook, and stakeholder meeting 
announcements.  

Approximately 900 people participated in the 
Streetcar Party, including nearly 280 who signed 
in to attend the open house, 300 who toured the 
Kinkisharyo ameriTRAM vehicle, 160 Regional 
Transit Alliance raffle participants, and 150 
registrants for the transportation‐inspired 
musical performance in addition to project team 
members. Attendees included local public officials 
and staff; downtown residents; business 
representatives; neighborhood groups; umbrella 
agencies; advocacy groups; and television, print 
and radio news media. 
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The purpose of the open house was to provide targeted stakeholder groups and the general public and 
media with an overview of the downtown Corridor 
AA as well as to:  

 Share information about: 

 Purpose and need for the AA 

 How the AA differs from other efforts 

 Planning process and schedule for the AA 

 Differences between transit modes 

 Tier 1 evaluation of alignment options for a 
potential fixed‐guideway starter line 

 Tier 2 evaluation of the Grand Boulevard 
and Main Street bus and streetcar 
alternatives 

 Development of a Locally Preferred 
Alternative (LPA) and general financing 
strategies for it.  

 Gather feedback on: 

 Tier 2 evaluation criteria that should be 
considered 

 General comments. 

Handouts provided to meeting participants 
included: 

 Meeting Overview 

 Project Comment Form 

 Meeting Evaluation Form 

Exhibits at the meeting included: 

 Welcome: Relevant meeting 
information 

 Overview: Project description 

 Process and Schedule: 
General project details 

 Project Purpose and Need: 
Purpose and need statement 

 Modes of Transit: Circulator 
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bus and modern streetcar comparison 

 June Alignment Alternatives: Maps of the seven alignment options 

 Tier 1 Evaluation: Evaluation Criteria and results of the process to narrow the seven alignment 
options to two.  

 August Alignment Alternatives: Grand Boulevard and Main Street 

 How to Pay for It: Guiding principles and potential sources of funding 

 Next Steps: Planning process activities for July – September 2011 

 Stay Informed: www.smartmoves.org 

General Summary of Comments received: 

Forty‐five (45) hardcopy project comment cards and 24 meeting evaluation forms were returned to the 
project team during the weeks that followed the open house. Generally, the feedback received related 
to: 

 Factors that should be considered during the Tier 2 evaluation: 

 Potential for starter line expansion to: Country Club Plaza, 18th and Vine, Waldo area, North of 
the River (including the airport) Johnson County, east, etc. 

 Simplicity of alignment, e.g. straight as possible 

 Ability of the working population to access the starter line for work, food/groceries, and other 
transit connections, e.g. Main Street MAX, potential Main Street Light Rail. Streetcar operation 
factors may impact the MAX. 

 Ridership generated for working populations 

 Bicycle accommodations 

 Interior streetcar design  

 New development opportunities within the streetcar corridor and beyond 

 Energy efficiency 

 Emergency procedures 

 Ease of construction 

 ADA requirements 

 Park‐and‐ride potential 

 Advertising ability 

 Tourism 

 Funding: 

 How much will the project cost? 
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 What are the funding sources? 

 To whom would the assessment be applied? 

 What benefits would assessed properties receive? 

 Would incentives be offered to businesses? 

 Grand Boulevard Alignment: 

 Serves all the centers 

 Connects Jobs 

 Relates to the “making Grand Boulevard Grand” project 

 Is straighter 

 Main Street Alignment 

 Connects to grocery, entertainment residential and work locations 

 Is central to downtown 

 Would have parking impacts 

 Logistics 

 Where and how to pay for tickets 

 Hours of operation 

 Trip length 

 City Market connections and alignments 

 Other 

 Like light rail from Waldo to the KCI Airport 

 Coordinating and informing the rental population about the Project 

5.2.3 Public	Open	House	#3	
This open house was held on September 20, 2011 from 4:00 to 6:30 PM at the Arabia Steamboat 
Museum (400 Grand Boulevard) in Kansas City. No formal presentations were given.  

Notice was provided via press release, www.smartmoves.org email blast, bus bulletin, Facebook, and 
stakeholder meeting announcements.  

Forty‐nine (49) people attended in addition to project team members. Attendees included local public 
officials and staff; downtown residents; business representatives; neighborhood groups; umbrella 
agencies; advocacy groups; and television, print and radio news media. 



 

 
Regional Alternative Analysis: Downtown Corridor  
Alternatives Analysis and Locally Preferred Alternative Report 
March 2012  Page 5‐9  

The purpose of the open house was to provide targeted stakeholder groups, the general public and the 
media with an overview of the recommendation for a preferred mode and alignment for the downtown 
starter line as well as to:  

 Share information about the: 

 Planning process and schedule for the AA 

 Detailed Tier 2 evaluation of the Grand Boulevard and Main Street bus and streetcar alternatives 

 Alignment and mode recommendations 

 General Finance Strategy 

 Gather feedback on: 

 Tier 2 evaluation  

 General comments, issues and concerns. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Handouts provided to meeting participants included: 

 Meeting Overview 

 Project Comment Form 

 Meeting Evaluation Form 

Exhibits at the meeting included: 
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 Welcome: Relevant meeting information 

 Overview: Project description 

 Process and Schedule: General project details 

 Project Purpose and Need: Purpose and need statement 

 Modes of Transit: Circulator bus and modern streetcar comparison 

 August Alignment Alternatives: Grand Boulevard and Main Street 

 Tier 2 Evaluation: Detailed assessment that narrowed the AA’s route, type of transit 

 September Alignment Alternative: Recommendation to select Main Street Streetcar as the preferred 
alternative  

 How to Pay for It: Guiding principles and potential sources of funding 

 Next Steps: Planning process activities for July – September 2011 

 Stay Informed: www.smartmoves.org 

General Summary of Comments received included: 

Seven (7) hardcopy project comment cards and 23 meeting evaluation forms were returned to the 
project team during the weeks that followed the open house. Generally, the feedback received related 
to: 

 General praise/excitement for the Project 

 Interest in Phase II plans 

 Potential benefits to the community 

 Project Concerns 

 5th Street between Grand Blvd. and Main St. – Road is congested 

 3rd Street from Grand Blvd to Crown Center – impacts to the Main ST. MAX Bus route 

 Need accommodations for the disabled 

 Coordination with the “making Grand Boulevard Grand” Project 

 Desire for curbside services 

 Desire for stops in the same location as Main St. Max stops 

 Financial strategy includes taxes 

 Integration of the streetcar with the existing transit system 

 Other 

 Suggested streetcar frequency simulation for passengers with buses running when the streetcar 
would operate – public relations opportunity 
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 Suggest test run of streetcar route using buses – gather statistical data to confirm that Main St. 
should move forward as the preferred route. 
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6. Costs and Finance 
This section summarizes the information on the estimated costs and potential financing options for a 
new transit project in the downtown corridor in Kansas City. At this very early stage of the project, both 
the costs and funding options should be considered preliminary, and are most effective for comparison 
purposes. More firm cost and finance analysis will be needed for the project, and would occur as the 
project moves forward. More advanced cost estimating would be done as the engineering details 
advance. The cost and financing will be affected by many decisions and choices that are yet to be made 
by the local sponsoring agencies.  

6.1 Capital	Cost	Estimates	
The project team developed estimates of capital costs for the alternatives evaluated in Tier 2, including 
the two enhanced bus and two streetcar options on Main Street and Grand Boulevard. These estimates 
are early order‐of‐magnitude estimates and should be used at this point primarily for comparative 
purposes. The estimates are based on a conceptual level of engineering and technical evaluation of the 
potential alignments. 

A summary of the project costs are shown in Table 6–1 and Table 6–2. For detailed assumptions, 
methodology, etc, the reader is encouraged to refer to the Conceptual Engineering documents including 
the Basis of Design, Cost Methodology, Utility Technical Memorandum and Maintenance Facility 
Reports.  

Table 6–1:  Estimated Capital Costs for Streetcar Alternatives 

Main	Street	 Grand	Boulevard	
Total Project Cost $101.0 M $102.3 M 

Total Length (Track Miles) 4.1 3.7 

Cost per Track Mile $24.6 M $27.6 M 
Source: KCMO Downtown Circulator AA – Opinion of Probable Costs Summary, HDR, September 16, 2011. 

 
 

Table 6–2:  Estimated Capital Costs for the Enhanced Bus Alternatives 

Main	Street	 Grand	Boulevard	
Total Project Cost $20.4 M $17.7 M 

Total Length (Trip Miles) 4.8 4.4 

Cost per Mile $4.3 M $4.0 M 
Source: KCMO Downtown Circulator AA – Opinion of Probable Costs Summary, HDR, September 16, 2011. 

6.2 Operations	Cost	Estimates	
The project team developed estimates of operating and maintenance costs for the alternatives 
evaluated in Tier 2, including the two enhanced bus and two streetcar options on Main Street and Grand 
Boulevard. These estimates are early order‐of‐magnitude estimates and should be used at this point 
primarily for comparative purposes because estimates are based on a conceptual operating scenario and 
interface with other existing and planned future transit service. 

Operating costs for the Tier 2 Alternatives would be related to the mode of service operated and the 
amount of service provided. At any given level of service, streetcar service is inherently more expensive 
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to operate than bus service, largely due to higher infrastructure (tracks and power system) and vehicle 
maintenance costs. However, in many cases, because streetcars have higher capacities and shorter 
dwell times than buses, less service is required, and this can offset the higher unit operating costs. 

6.2.1 Streetcar	and	Enhanced	Bus	Unit	Operating	Costs	
Three other cities (Portland, Seattle, and Tacoma) operate modern streetcar service. The bus and 
streetcar costs in those cities range from $175 to $386 per revenue vehicle hour (RVH). In cities that 
operate historic streetcars, streetcar costs are generally 35 to 50% higher than for regular bus service, 
with the exception of Tacoma, and these differentials are similar for modern streetcar service. 

Enhanced bus costs would be somewhat higher than costs for regular bus service, as there would be 
higher maintenance costs for enhanced bus vehicles, station facilities, and bus lanes/queue jump lanes. 
These costs would be similar to KCATA’s MAX service. For the purposes of these estimates, it was 
assumed that increases in infrastructure and vehicle maintenance costs would generally be similar to 
offsets in other areas. On this basis, in 2015, enhanced bus costs, again assuming 3.5% inflation per year, 
would be $127 per revenue vehicle hour. 

Service	Levels	and	Vehicle	Requirements	

All alternatives were initially assumed to operate in the same manner, which would include: 

 Hours: Monday through Thursday from 6:00 am to 12:00 midnight; Friday and Saturday from 6:00 
am to 2:00 am; Sundays from 8:00 am to 9:00 pm. 

 Frequency: Monday through Thursday every 10 minutes from 6:00 am to 9:00 pm and every 20 
minutes from 9:00 pm to 12:00 midnight; Fridays and Saturdays every 10 minutes throughout the 
day; Sundays every 20 minutes throughout the day. 

Once the conceptual operating plans were developed, it was determined that three streetcars could 
provide 10‐minute service frequencies along Grand Boulevard (Streetcar on Grand Alternative), but only 
every 11 minutes along Main Street (Streetcar on Main Alternative). Since an additional streetcar vehicle 
would cost more than $4 million and increase operating costs by more than 30%, 10/20 minute streetcar 
service was assumed for Grand Boulevard and 11/22 minute service was assumed for Main Street. 

For Enhanced Bus service, service with both the Main Street and Grand Boulevard alternatives could 
operate every 10/20 minutes. However, whereas streetcar service could be provided with three 
vehicles, longer bus dwell times (largely for wheelchair boardings and alightings, and the loading of and 
unloading of bicycles with front‐mounted bike racks) would increase running times to the extent that 
10‐minute (or 11‐minute) service is expected to require four buses. 

Annual	Operating	Costs	

Based on the unit costs and service levels described above, 2015 operating costs for either streetcar 
alternative are estimated at $3.2 million per year (see Table 6–2), with the only difference being that 
Grand Boulevard Streetcar service would operate every 10/20 minutes, while Main Street Streetcar 
service would operate every 11/22 minutes.  
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Table 6–3:  Projected Annual Operating Cost Estimates for Tier 2 Alternatives 

		
Grand		

Enhanced	Bus	
Grand	

Streetcar	
Main		

Enhanced	Bus		
Main	

Streetcar	
  2011 $2,572,202 $2,777,978 $2,572,202 $2,777,978 

  2014 $2,851,846 $3,079,994 $2,851,846 $3,079,994 

  2015 $2,951,661 $3,187,793 $2,951,661 $3,187,793 

Source:  Nelson Nygaard, October 2011 
 

The Enhanced Bus alternatives would both cost approximately 7% less than streetcar service. The 
differential would be relatively low, because as described above, four buses would be in service at most 
times for Enhanced Bus service, versus three streetcars for streetcar service. Table 6‐3 details the 
projected operating costs. 

Maintenance	Facility	Cost	Estimates	

For both of the Streetcar Alternatives, a new maintenance facility would be required. For the Enhanced 
Bus Alternatives, bus maintenance could be accommodated at or through expansion of an existing bus 
maintenance facility.  

For the Streetcar Alternatives, the Capital Cost estimates include an allowance to cover the cost of a 
maintenance facility building, trackwork and systems and site acquisition. The selection of a site for the 
maintenance facility has not been done, so the estimate should be considered an allowance, until a site 
is selected and more detailed design and cost estimates can be prepared. The capital cost allowance 
estimate for a maintenance facility for both Streetcar Alternatives is $8.9 million ($2011). 

For the Enhanced Bus Alternatives, the Capital Cost estimates include an allowance for expansion of an 
existing bus facility. The capital cost estimate allowance for maintenance facility expansion for both 
Enhanced Bus Alternatives is $150,000. 

6.3 Finance		
During this Alternatives Analysis phase, the key task related to finance was to conduct an analysis of 
financing options to identify sources that could be used to support the locally preferred alternative. 
Financing options were examined for both Capital (construction) and operations and maintenance. The 
consultant team, in consultation with the Partnership Team, identified a wide range of potential Finance 
opportunities on both the local and federal levels that could be used to help fund a project in the 
Corridor. Private funding options and public‐private partnership options were also explored. A candidate 
list of potential sources for both capital and operating needs was developed and rated for potential 
success as well as the ability to raise sufficient resources to accomplish the selected project.  

The consultant team, in cooperation with the Partnership team, developed a series of guiding principles 
and a broad‐brush approach to financing the costs of the Project. Also, consultation with downtown 
corridor stakeholders has been a key part of the finance research and development so far. These early 
efforts led to the identification of a few of Guiding Principles for financing of a downtown project. The 
guiding principles include:  
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 No dedicated city‐wide sales or property tax. 

 Fixed rail system creates “permanence” that spurs investment. 

 No diversion of KCATA funding. 

 Maximize opportunities for Federal contribution. 

A common thread that has run through much of the stakeholder and civic leader discussions is the belief 
that the finance plan for the downtown project must be downtown‐focused rather than imposed over 
the City as a whole in order to be viable. Most generally believe that a downtown circulator constructed 
employing a fixed guideway (such as embedded rails) will not merely provide beneficial transit effects, 
but also (importantly) will provide a sense of permanence that will lead to significant investment and 
reinvestment in the vicinity of the fixed‐guideway system. The consultant team, as well as stakeholders 
and civic leaders, understand that any new system will likely need to be funded substantially (if not 
wholly) by newly created revenue, so that existing levels of transit service, and the funding thereof, are 
not diminished or otherwise adversely affected. Finally, all parties generally agreed that aggressive 
efforts should be undertaken at the appropriate time to secure one or more Federal contributions to 
support the locally provided finance effort for the Project. 

Potential	Local	Funding	Sources	

 Missouri Transportation Development District, or “TDD”, formed pursuant to the Missouri 
Transportation Development District Act, § § 238.200, et seq., RSMo (the “Act”). 

 A District Sales Tax ‐ A district‐wide sales tax of approximately one percent. 

 Property Assessments ‐ Annual special assessments on real property within the TDD based on 
assessed value. 

 Annual special surface parking assessments on commercial surface parking spaces within the 
TDD.  

 Fares ‐ rider fares.  

 Advertising revenue from on‐vehicle signage and other advertising opportunities. 

Potential	Federal	Funding	Sources	

 New Starts, Small Starts and Very Small Starts (FTA Section 5903 Funds). 

 Urban Circulator Grants. 

 TIGER Grants. 

 Other federal appropriations or authorizations. 
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7. The Locally Preferred Alternative 
The purpose of this section is to document the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Kansas City 
downtown corridor. It documents the decision, including mode, alignment, general stop locations, 
service characteristics, etc; summarizes the analysis, public and stakeholder engagement and local 
agency decisions leading to the LPA selection; and, provides an overview of the basis for the selection of 
the LPA.  

7.1 The	LPA	Decision	Process	
The process of selecting the Locally Preferred Alternative for the downtown corridor included the 
following steps: 

 The consultant team presented the Tier 2 evaluation to the Partnership Team on September 19, 
2011, along with a preliminary recommendation of Streetcars on Main Street for the LPA.  

 After reviewing the technical analysis and public input from the Open Houses, the Partnership team 
made an initial recommendation for the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) to the Downtown 
Parking and Transportation Commission. 

 The Downtown Parking and Transportation Commission held a public meeting on September 20, 
2011. After a presentation on the study findings by project staff, and hearing from the public in 
attendance at the meeting, the commission passed a recommendation to the City Council to select 
Streetcar as the Mode and Main Street as the alignment for the Locally Preferred Alternative. 

 The City Council held an additional public meeting on September 29, 2011 to review the 
recommendation of the Parking and Transportation Commission. Staff presented the study analysis 
and findings. An overview of the recommendation from the Downtown Parking and Transportation 
Commission was presented. Public testimony was received and the City Council accepted and 
adopted the recommendation from the Parking and Transportation Commission to select Streetcars 
on Main Street as the Locally Preferred Alternative. A copy of the City Council Resolution is included 
in Appendix A.  

 The board of KCATA adopted the Streetcar on Main Street as the Locally Preferred Alternative on 
December 14, 2011. A copy of the KCATA Resolution is included in Appendix A.  

 The MARC Board adopted the Streetcar on Main Street as the Locally Preferred Alternative on 
January 24 2012. A copy of the MARC Resolution is included in Appendix A.  

7.2 LPA	Project	Description	
The selected LPA is a modern streetcar service operating between River Market and Crown Center in 
downtown Kansas City via Main Street. In summary, this service would be:  

 Service would be provided with single‐vehicle trains 

 Service would largely operate in mixed traffic 

 Stations would be spaced approximately every two blocks (due to the circulator nature of the 
service) 

 Stations would be small in scale, and size to accommodate a single streetcar. 
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A description of modern streetcar service, including photos of typical applications, is included in Chapter 
3.  Additional information specific to the LPA is provided below. Further definition and refinement of the 
LPA will occur in subsequent steps of the project development process. 

7.2.1 Mode	
The modern streetcar is the recommended transit mode for the downtown corridor. This mode best 
meets the project’s Purpose and Needs and the goals and objectives as outlined in Chapter 2. The 
streetcar mode had the most significant public and stakeholder support, as demonstrated in Chapter 5.  

As illustrated in Chapter 3, modern streetcars are single‐unit low‐floor vehicles with articulated sections 
that allow them to navigate tight turns. They typically carry approximately 30 seated passengers and 100 
standing passengers; this configuration is common because most trips are short and standing is often 
convenient. They also have interior room for on‐board fare vending and bicycles. 

Modern streetcars are typically powered by overhead catenary, although some can travel for short 
distances using battery power. (New technologies are now under development that would allow for 
underground power supply, but there are none in production or operation yet.) The vehicles are 
designed for in‐street mixed‐traffic operation and can also operate in exclusive environments. 

7.2.2 Alignment	
The recommended alignment for the downtown corridor is the Main Street Alternative and is shown on 
Figure 7‐1. This alignment best meets the project’s Purpose and Need Statement, and the goals and 
objectives as outlines in Chapter 2. This alignment also had the most significant public and stakeholder 
support, as noted in Chapter 5. 
 
The length of the alignment is approximately 2.11 miles. The northern terminus of the alignment is the 
intersection of 3rd Street and Grand Boulevard. The southern terminus of the alignment is the 
intersection of Grand Boulevard and Pershing Road. The alignment segments from north to south are as 
follows: 

 Grand Boulevard between 3rd Street and 5th Street 

 5th Street between Grand Boulevard and Delaware Street 

 Delaware Street between 5th Street and 7th Street 

 Main Street between 7th Street and Pershing Road 

 Pershing Road between Main Street and Grand Boulevard 

7.2.3 Connectivity	
The LPA would offer connections to transit at three major locations: 

 Grand Boulevard at 3rd Street – new KCATA transit center with connections to KCATA services 

 Main Street at 10th Street – connections with KCATA services at the existing 10th & Main transit 
center 

 Main Street at Union Station – connections with potential regional rail services at Union Station or 
elsewhere in downtown. 
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Figure 7‐1:  The Locally Preferred Alternative Alignment and Station Locations 
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7.2.4 Stations	
The LPA would include 12 station pairs (one for each direction on each side of the street) as shown on 
Figure 7‐1. The general locations of the stations associated with the LPA, listed from north to south, are 
as follows: 

 3rd & Grand – northern terminus, on Grand Boulevard at 3rd Street 

 City Market – on 5th Street at Walnut Street 

 River Market West – on Delaware Street at Independence Avenue 

 North Loop – on Main Street at 8th Street 

 Financial District – on Main Street at 10th Street, adjacent to KCATA transit center 

 Financial District South on Main Street at 12th Street 

 Convention Center/Power & Light – on Main Street at 14th Street 

 Kauffman Center – on Main Street at 16th Street 

 Crossroads – on Main Street at 18th Street 

 Freighthouse – on Main Street at 20th Street 

 Union Station – on Main Street opposite Union Station 

 Crown Center – southern terminus at Pershing Road 

The stations would generally of a similar scale as KCATA’s MAX stations, with similar and facilities and 
amenities. The layout and design of a individual stations would be dependent on a number of factors 
including: 

 The location of the stop in the roadway (curbside or median) 

 The location of the stop with respect to an intersection (near or far‐side) 

 The dimensions and configuration of the streetcar vehicle, including presence of doors and ADA 
boarding locations 

 The availability of space (including sidewalk) behind the street curbs and within the right of way 

 Station facilities 

 The presence or absence of on‐street parking at the site of the stop 

 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible Design 

 State/local codes and regulations 

Minimum platform lengths will need to match the low‐floor boarding area from the first door to the last 
door. The length can vary among streetcar manufacturers, but most stations will require 60 to 70 feet of 
length. Curbside stations require about eight feet of width and bi‐directional median stations require 
about 10 feet of width. For curbside stations, that width can be provided through curb bulb‐outs or 
through use of the sidewalk. Platform heights are typically 14 inches. 
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7.2.5 Typical	Cross	Section	
Most of the streetcar alignment for the LPA would operate in mixed‐traffic, as illustrated a typical type 
of Cross section in , except for the two terminal locations along Pershing Road and on Grand Boulevard 
at 3rd Street. South of 14th Street, service would likely operate in median lanes. Between 14th and 9th 
Street, service would likely operate in the curb lane. Initial conceptual designs are presented in the 
Volume 2 of the Conceptual Alignment Drawings (September 2011). 

Figure 7‐2:  Proposed Typical Cross Section ‐ Main Street South of 12th Street 

 

7.2.6 Transit	Priority	
 Transit priority will be used to minimize intersection delays. The types of transit priority that will be 

used will include: 

 Exclusive rights‐of‐ways at the terminal locations (on Pershing Road and 3rd and Grand). 

 Transit signal priority at key intersections. Signal priority will be used to hold lights green for 
approaching streetcars and shorten red times for streetcars stopped at intersections. Signal priority 
locations that could be used have not yet been defined. These will be defined as the design is 
advanced.  

 Separate signal phases at intersections where streetcars will need to operate across general traffic 
lanes. 

7.2.7 Maintenance	Facilities	
For the selected Main Street Streetcar Alternative, a Vehicle Maintenance Facility (VMF) will be needed 
to provide vehicle storage and maintenance services – including vehicle inspection, exterior washing, 
interior cleaning, repair activities, and spare parts storage. Space for operations and administrative 
functions would also be included. The facility must accommodate a minimum of five streetcar vehicles 
(four active vehicles and one spare), based on the preliminary assessment of vehicle requirements for 
the Main Street Streetcar Alternative. These conceptual requirements will be confirmed in conjunction 
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with the refinement of the preliminary operations plan, and resulting VMF needs will be updated as 
appropriate in future stages of project development. 

The alternatives analysis process defined the technical requirements of a VMF site and identified a total 
of sixteen possible sites in the study area that could be considered for a future VMF. Of the sixteen 
potential sites, only seven exhibited high potential as a future VMF location. This effort primarily served 
to identify that there are potential sites for a VMF to support the various Streetcar Alternatives. A more 
exhaustive analysis and study will be required to further evaluate and select a site once the study moves 
into the advanced conceptual engineering work. 

7.2.8 Service	Characteristics	
Following are the general service characteristics recommended for the LPA. More specific details of the 
service characteristics will be further defined in the next phases of the study. 

 Span of Service:  Monday through Thursday ‐ 6:00 AM to 12:00 AM; Friday and Saturday ‐ 6:00 AM 
to 2:00 AM; Sunday ‐ 8:00 AM to 9:00 PM. 

Table 7–1:  Locally Preferred Alternative 
Span of Service and Frequencies 

	Days	 Hours Frequency	(mins)	
Monday - Thursday 6 AM – 9 PM 11 

 9 PM – 12 AM 22 

Friday and Saturday 6 AM - 2 AM 11 

Sundays 8 AM - 9 PM 22 

 

 Service Frequency:  Every 11 minutes; except every 22 minutes from 9:00 PM to 12:00 AM Monday 
through Thursday and on Sundays 

 One‐way Running Time:  14 minutes 

7.2.9 Fare	Collection	
It was not determined during the AA whether or not fares will be charged. However, if they are, then 
fare collection would be via ticket purchases from ticket machines onboard the streetcar vehicles. 

7.3 Basis	for	Selection	of	the	LPA	
As noted in Chapter 4 of the AA Report, the Kansas City Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis study 
used a multi‐step process to identify a wide range of alignment alternatives, narrow the list to a smaller 
set of most promising alternatives, and then evaluate the remaining alternatives against a set of 
evaluation criteria. As is documented in Chapter 4 of the AA Report, the study implemented a 2‐Tiered 
Screening process. Tier 1 Evaluated seven alignment options and recommended carrying two forward 
for further analysis in the Tier 2 screening process. The Tier 1 Analysis was documented in the “Technical 
Memorandum: Results of The Tier 1 Screening” dated August 15, 2011. 



 

 
Regional Alternative Analysis: Downtown Corridor  
Alternatives Analysis and Locally Preferred Alternative Report 
March 2012  Page 7‐7  

Figure 7‐3:  Tier 1 Alignment Options 

7.3.1 Tier	1	Evaluation	of	Alignments	
The Tier 1 evaluation process was based on several key principles and assumptions as follows: 

 Screening based on 13 criteria that reflect Purpose and Need Statement that included four strategic 
principles: Connect, Develop, Thrive and Sustain. 

 The evaluation criteria were built from these four principles and included qualitative and 
quantitative elements. 

 Seven alignments were examined: four were bi‐directional and three were couplets as shown on 
Figure 7‐3, and all alignments were mode‐neutral 

 Couplet service areas for walking objectives were considered smaller than for bi‐directional 
alternatives (1/4 mile from both directions) 

 Couplet service areas for development impact objectives were larger than for bi‐directional 
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alternatives (1/4 mile from either direction) 

 Alternatives were given a rating of Best, Good, or Fair for each criteria, and all ratings were relative.  

 The Tier 1 Screening is detailed in Chapter 4, and summarized below along with the key findings. 

7.3.1.1 Objectives	Related	to	“Connect”	Principle	

 Improve downtown circulation 

 Provide connections to major activity centers 

 Provide good bicycle and pedestrian connections  

Findings	

 Couplet designs serve smaller walking distance and are less intuitive than bi‐directional designs 

 Alignments that serve 10th & Main preferable 

 Tradeoff between serving Government District (employment) and the Convention Center/ 
Kaufmann Center (visitor & special events) 

 All alignments offer potentially good bicycle & pedestrian connections. 

7.3.1.2 Objectives	Related	to	the	“Develop”	Principle	

 Support development and redevelopment 

 Increase the number of downtown residents 

 Support larger “catalyst” development projects 

Findings	

 Couplet designs generally have greater development impact potential due to larger influence 
area 

 All alternatives have good potential to increase the number of downtown residents 

 All alternatives have similar potential to impact larger “catalyst” development projects on large 
parcels 

 Two factors account for the minor differences between alternatives: 

 Spatial distribution of vacant parcels (generally cluster in western downtown) 

 Spatial variation of land values (higher in “central” alignments) 

7.3.1.3 Objectives	Related	to	the	“Thrive”	Principle	

 Support residential and employment activity downtown 

 Support downtown visitors and special events 

 Incorporate public and stakeholder input 
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Findings	

 Employment activity more numerous than population 

 Employment clustered in east, population in west 

 All alternatives serve visitor and special event venues, though Main best 

 Main had most public support, Grand second 

 Couplets generally less well supported 

 Strong support for service to River Market  

 Concern about service into Crown Center 

7.3.1.4 Objectives	Related	to	the	“Sustain”	Principle	

 Provide efficient and effective transit service 

 Provide reliable transit service 

 Convert surface parking to higher‐value uses 

 Consider impacts on utilities 

Findings	

 Grand and Main provide best opportunities for efficient and effective transit service 

 Couplets have less intuitive service design 

 All alternatives relatively similar in ability to provide reliable transit service 

 Alternatives utilizing Grand have greater potential to redevelop surface parking 

 Grand has lowest impact on utilities 

 Couplets have greatest impact on utilities 

The conclusion of the Tier 1 Screening resulted in two alternatives rating most favorably, and being 
recommended for further evaluation in the Tier 2 screening, as described below and illustrated in 
Figure 7‐4 and Figure 7‐5. 
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Figure 7‐4:  Summary of the Key Findings and Conclusions from the Tier 1 Screening of Alignments 

 

 The Grand Boulevard Alignment was rated Best for the following reasons: 

 Close to downtown activity centers 

 Close to employment 

 Integrates well with existing transit service 

 Fewer utility conflicts 

 Strong public and stakeholder support 

 The Main Street Alignment was also rated Best for the following reasons:  

 Close to downtown Activity Centers 

 Close to visitor destinations 

 Integrates well with existing transit service 

 Development Potential 

 Strong public and stakeholder support 

The results of the Tier 1 Screening are shown in Figure 7‐5; the study team recommended carrying the 
Grand Boulevard and Main Street Alignments into the Tier 2 screening process. 
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Figure 7‐5:  Tier 1 Alignment Screening Results 

7.3.2 Tier	2	Evaluation	of	Alternatives	
The Tier 2 Screening Process was built on the conclusions of the Tier 1 findings and recommendations. 
The two alignment options were further developed into alignment and mode alternatives. Each 
alignment was developed to include both an Enhanced Bus Alternative and a modern Streetcar 
Alternative, as shown in Figure 7‐6. The key characteristics of the mode alternatives are shown in Figure 
7‐7. Figure 7‐8 shows the alignments and stop or station locations for the Tier 2 Alternatives.  

Figure 7‐6:  Tier 2 Alignment and Technology Alternatives 
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Figure 7‐7:  Key Characteristics of the Tier 2 Streetcar and Enhanced Bus alternatives 

The Tier 2 analysis was supported through development of a variety technical analyses, and additional 
public and stakeholder engagement, including: 

1. Definition of Alternatives  
a. Conceptual Engineering / Alignment Maps & Drawings 
b. Basis for design of Streetcar and Bus Alternatives 
c. Maintenance Facility Report  
d. Cost Methodology for Developing the Opinion of Probable Cost 
e. Cost Estimate for Bus and Streetcar Alternatives  

2. Tier 2 Screening Technical Analysis  
a. Ridership Methodology and Analysis Memorandum 
b. Economic Development Analysis 
c. Environmental Screening Technical Memorandum  
d. Utilities Memorandum 
e. Traffic Analysis Memorandum 
f. Bikes and Pedestrian Memorandum 
g. Preliminary Finance Plan 

3. Documentation of Public and Stakeholder Engagement  
a. Plan for Public and Stakeholder Overview and Approach  
b. Meeting materials used at Public Meetings (available at KCSmartMoves.org) 
c. Summary results from open houses (available at KCSmartMoves.org) 
d. Small collection of most relevant newspaper reporting on the Project  
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There were several key assumptions in the Tier 2 evaluation of alternatives approach, as follows. 

 Walking distances based on ¼‐mile buffers 

 Economic development based on blocks, not walking distance 

 Opening year 2015 

 Forecast year 2035 

 Household data from US 2010 Census 

 Employment data from MARC Travel Demand Model 

 

7.3.2.1 “Connect” Evaluation Criteria and Findings 

 Connections With Activity Centers: Number of Activity Centers within ¼ Mile of Stations; Activity 
Levels (Employees, Households, Hotel Rooms, etc.) within ¼ Mile of Stations; and Walking Times to 
Activity Centers. 

 Main: Directly serves 10th & Main Transit Center, and serves more special event and visitor 
activity centers. 

 Grand: Directly serves the Sprint Center, and better serves the Government District employment 
center. 
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Figure 7‐8:  Tier 2 Enhanced Bus and Modern Streetcar Alternatives 

Figure 7‐9:  Activity Levels within ¼ mile: Housing Units, Employees, Hotel Rooms and Special Events 

 Assessment of Pedestrian and Bicycle Environment: Review of Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections 
to/from Stations. 

 Both Main and Grand have generally good and similar walking and bicycling environments 

EB = Enhanced Bus, SC = Streetcar
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 Activity Centers: 13 activity centers as identified in local planning documents; Walk times estimated 
using Google Maps; Employment data from Regional Travel Demand Model; Household data from 
2010 US Census; Hotel Room data compiled by project team; Special event venues compiled by 
project team. 

7.3.2.2 	“Develop”	Evaluation	Criteria	and	Findings	

 Existing Economic Activity: Population and Housing; Employment; Hotel Rooms; Special Event 
Venue Attendance; Retail Sales; Corridor Market Value 

 Economic Development: Quantitative Assessment, and Qualitative Assessment 

 Streetcar Alternatives are expected to induce economic growth over the baseline growth to 
2025 

 Enhanced Bus Alternatives are not expected to induce significant additional (over base case) 
economic growth  

 Projected additional growth is higher on Main Street as compared with Grand Boulevard 

7.3.2.3 	“Thrive”	Evaluation	Criteria	and	Findings	

 Residential and Employment Growth 

 Main: Serves more residents, housing units, hotel rooms; has higher special event attendance 

 Grand: Serves greater employment (within ¼ mile) 

Figure 7‐10:  Activity Levels within Station areas of the Tier 2 Alignments  

 Transit Reliability 

 Main had no scheduled street closures in 2011 

 Grand had 21 scheduled street closures in 2011 

 Public and Stakeholder Input 

 Overwhelming support for Streetcar over Enhanced Bus at public forums  

 Most liked the simplicity of both alignments 

 Development stakeholders feel short‐term market is from residents, downtown visitors and 
guests; Main Street serves these folks better 
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 Main received more numerous and vocal support 

 Grand received significant opposition from some key stakeholders 

7.3.2.4 	“Sustain”	Evaluation	Criteria	and	Findings	

 Ridership 

 Streetcar ridership significantly higher than Enhanced Bus 

 Main ridership approximately 9% higher than Grand 

Figure 7‐11:  Estimate of Average Weekday Riders 

 
 

 Capital and Operating Cost 

 Streetcar capital costs are five times more expensive than Enhanced Bus:  $100 m vs. $20 m 

 Higher capital costs on Main Street than Grand 

 Streetcar operating costs would be slightly more expensive–higher vehicle and non‐vehicle 
maintenance costs  

 Bus operating costs would not be significantly lower because more vehicles in operation 

Figure 7‐12:  Estimated Operating Cost Metrics 
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 Environmental and Historic Resources 

 Pre‐NEPA analysis indicates no significant impacts or differences between the two alignments  

 

Figure 7‐13:  Tier 2 Summary Findings and Conclusions 

Alternatives Best Meeting Each Criterion
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Figure 7‐14:  Tier 2 LPA Recommendations:  Select Streetcars on Main Street 
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7.4 Finance	Strategy	for	the	LPA	
The consultant team, working in close coordination with City officials, has developed guiding principles 
and a preliminary financing plan that it recommends for the Locally Preferred Alternative Project. At this 
point, the financing plan is preliminary, because (1) the costs of the Project will be refined from the 
initial estimates in this report, (2) stakeholder consultations are only in the early stages and the results 
of those consultations will very likely impact the specifics of the financing plan. Following is the 
preliminary finance plan, subject to further refinement. 

Guiding	Principles:	

 No dedicated city‐wide sales or property tax 

 Fixed rail system creates “permanence” that spurs investment 

 No diversion of KCATA funding 

 Maximize opportunities for Federal contribution 

From the outset of this Alternatives Analysis process, the City has consistently stated its belief that the 
finance plan must be downtown‐focused rather than imposed over the City as a whole, in order to be 
viable under local conditions. City planners and civic leaders have generally accepted the proposition 
that a downtown circulator constructed with a fixed guideway (such as embedded rails) will not only 
provide beneficial transit effects, but also (importantly) will provide a sense of permanence that will lead 
to significant investment and reinvestment in the vicinity of the fixed guideway system. The consultant 
team, as well as stakeholders and civic leaders, understand that any new system will likely need to be 
funded substantially by newly created revenue, so that existing levels of transit service are not 
diminished. Finally, all parties generally agree that aggressive efforts must be undertaken (at the 
appropriate time) to secure one or more Federal contributions to help pay for the capital cost of the 
Project. 

7.4.1 Preliminary	Funding	Strategy	for	the	Locally	Preferred	Alternative	
In order to create new funding sources that are downtown‐focused, the study team recommends that 
the Project be constructed and financed under the auspices of a Missouri Transportation Development 
District, or “TDD”, formed pursuant to the Missouri Transportation Development District Act, 
§ § 238.200, et seq., RSMo (the “TDD Act”). A TDD is a special benefit district that operates as a separate 
entity and is a political subdivision of the State, governed by a Board of Directors. A TDD has the 
statutory power to establish (after the approval of a majority vote of the qualified voters within the 
TDD) several sources of revenue, that would be generated within the boundaries (and only within the 
boundaries) of the TDD. 

Stakeholders would be asked to agree to the formation of a TDD with boundaries that cover much of the 
downtown core area. The specific boundaries remain subject to refinement, but the consultant team 
suggests a district that runs (generally) from the Missouri River on the north to 27th Street on the south, 
encompassing east to west the bulk of the “River Market” area, all of the property in the “downtown 
loop” and property south of the downtown loop generally from the centerline of Broadway on the west 
to the centerline of Locust on the east.   
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The preliminary capital cost estimate for the Project is just over $100 Million (as shown in Table 7‐1). 
First year Operation and Maintenance Costs (“O&M”) are projected to be approximately $2.8 Million. In 
the formulation of this preliminary finance plan, the study team has assumed receipt of $25 Million in 
Federal funding assistance, (which we believe to be a reasonable assumption) although Federal funding 
is not assured. We have also taken into account the expressed intention of the City to provide $2 Million 
toward the cost of Advanced Conceptual Engineering.11  Based on this assumption, the revenue to be 
generated under the finance plan should (1) support annual debt service on the remaining capital costs 
of $73 Million, (2) cover annual O&M costs, and (3) allow for the creation of a reasonable reserve for 
extraordinary repairs or replacement of equipment. 

Table 7–2:  Project and Finance Costs 

  

Project Costs (includes aggregate contingency of $18 Million)  $ 100,000,000 

City Funding of Advanced Conceptual Engineering   $ (2,000,000) 

Federal Funding   $ (25,000,000) 

Net Project cost to Finance*   $ 73,000,000 

*This amount could be reduced as design and engineering proceed further. 

 
It is anticipated (based on discussions with City officials) that the required local contribution to the 
capital costs ($73 Million) would be financed by limited obligation revenue bonds issued by the TDD or 
another qualified issuer and payable from the TDD’s revenue stream pledged to repay such bonds. With 
respect to such bonds, the annual debt service would vary depending upon many factors, including most 
particularly the interest rate and the debt service coverage ratio required by the capital markets when 
the bonds are actually issued.  

The City’s independent professional financial advisor, First Southwest Company (“First Southwest”), 
provided guidance for modeling the preliminary finance plan using the following assumptions: 

 Issuance of 25‐year bonds in April 2013 in an amount necessary to generate a project fund of 
$73 Million; 

 Additional security for the bonds through an annual appropriation guaranty of the bonds on the 
part of the City; 

 5.33% true interest cost, with net minimum debt service coverage of 1.25; and 

 Capitalized interest through November 2013; 

 Debt service reserve fund equal to maximum annual debt service; 

 Establishment of a 15% Operating Cost Reserve, funded from TDD revenues; and 

                                                            

11 The Project could also receive up‐front or periodic revenue from “naming rights” for vehicles, 
although we have made no projection of the revenue that could be derived from “naming rights” for 
vehicles.  Revenue from naming rights that is obtained up‐front can be used to reduce the capital costs 
to be financed. 
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 Periodic growth/decline rates for revenue and expense, as follows: 

o District Sales Tax – Increases one percent (1%) annually 

o Property Assessments – Increases two percent (2%) bi‐annually 

o Surface Parking Assessments – Decreases two percent (2%) annually  

o Fares – Increases one percent (1%) annually 

o Ad Revenue – No periodic growth 

o O&M Cost– Increases two percent (2%) annually. 

Applying the debt service requirements modeled by First Southwest, a number of potential components 
of revenue that could be generated by a TDD under the TDD Act were identified. The possible revenue 
sources, at the rates set out in Table 7‐2, would provide sufficient revenue to repay the bond financing 
modeled by First Southwest. The components, and possible rates for each of the components are set 
out in Table 7‐3, which also contains an explanation of the basis for the projected Year One amount of 
each item of revenue and expense. These numbers are preliminary and subject to change, although the 
formation and operation of a TDD, and the generation of TDD‐derived revenue, is the essence of this 
preliminary finance plan, and – based on the consultant’s review – such a finance plan is legally 
permissible and financially feasible. It is worth noting that the assumptions underlying the revenue 
projections do not include any increases in property values or taxable sales that are expected to occur as 
a result of new development or redevelopment of underutilized parcels. 

 

Table 7–3:  Projected Annual Sources of Revenue Through Transit Development District 

 

Special Assessment on 
Real Property Assessed 
Value 

$5,140,000 

Total projected assessment for 2013. Rates per $100 AV: 
Commercial $0.52, Residential $0.70, City $1.04. Special 
Assessments on commercial property do not apply to 
market value over $150,000,000.

One Cent Sales Tax in 
District 

$3,800,000 
Estimated based on aggregate area‐wide data provided 
by KCMO 

Special Assessments on 
Commercial Surface 
Parking 

 $ 730,000 

Based on estimate of 4,000 commercial surface parking 
spaces assessed at $182.50 per space per year 
($0.50/space/day) ‐ only assesses surface commercial pay 
lots.

Ridership Fares  $ 529,000 

Year 1 ridership projected to be 2,900 per average day. 
Assumes fare of $1.00, but reduced by 50% to account for 
transfers and possible promotional vouchers. Ridership 
fares may be inefficient revenue source due to cost of 
implementing and enforcing

Advertising Revenue   $ 100,000   

TOTAL   $ 10,299,000   

 
 
It is anticipated that the City and stakeholders will pursue low‐cost governmentally‐assisted financing for 
some or all of the costs of the Project, through such programs as TIFIA and/or Missouri’s State 
Infrastructure Bank, among others. Low‐cost financing for some or all of the $73 Million in capital costs 
expected to be financed could reduce the amount of TDD‐derived revenue required for such financing.  



 

 
Regional Alternative Analysis: Downtown Corridor  
Alternatives Analysis and Locally Preferred Alternative Report 
March 2012  Page 7‐22  

 

Table 7–4:  Projected Annual Assessments 

Assessment Rate per $100 of Assessed Value 
Commercial $0.52, 
Residential $0.70, 

City $1.04 

Commercial per $1 Million of Fair Market Value  $ 1,664  

Residential per $200 Thousand of Fair Market Value  $ 267  

City per $1 Million of Fair Market Value   $ 3,328  

Annual City Assessment Payment  $ 809,979  

 
 
Based on discussions with City officials, there appears to be support for implementing a financing plan 
similar to this preliminary finance plan, provided that the City’s credit risk is minimized to the 
satisfaction of the City.  

The consultant team recommends that a relatively small working group of major stakeholders be 
established to pursue a Federal contribution and low‐cost governmentally‐assisted financing for some or 
all of the costs of the Project, and that the working group proceed to refine this preliminary financing 
plan, consistent with the guiding principles set forth at the outset of this section. 
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Appendix A:  
 Local Agency Actions 

Adopting the Locally Preferred Alternative 

	

City	of	Kansas	City,	Missouri	(KCMO)	

Mid‐America	Regional	Council	(MARC)	

Kansas	City	Area	Transportation	Authority	(KCATA)	
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Final Conceptual Engineering Documents 
The conceptual engineering and analysis for the Kansas City, MO. Downtown Circulator 
Alternatives Analysis is now complete.  Several alternatives were considered in both Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 screening of the analysis including four alignments and two modes.  As a final deliverable, 
HDR Engineering, Inc. has complied the engineering documents into two volumes.  Volume 1 
includes all the engineering technical documents that were created and used during the 
evaluation of the alternatives.  Volume 2, includes the conceptual engineering documents 
which document the station locations and key cost components used to develop the opinion of 
probale costs.  The following includes a brief discription of the contents in each Volume and 
appendices. 
 
Volume 1 – Conceptual Engineering Technical Documents 
 
Appendix A – Basis of Design Report/Technical Memorandum – This report serves as the basis 
for the entire engineering evaluation.  It documents the basic design assumptions for each of 
the modes and describes the general characteristics assumed for the alternatives. 
 
Appendix B – Maintenance Facility Siting Technical Memorandum – This memorandum 
documents the conceptual level evaluation of possible sites for a maintenance and storage 
facility.    
 
Appendix C – Utility Identification Summary – This is a summary of a preliminary utility 
investigation which was used to establish the potential utility infrastructure that could be 
encountered and may have to be dealt with during future phases of project development. 
 
Appendix D – Cost Methodology for Developing the Opinion of Probable Costs – This 
memorandum sumerizes the overall methodology and apporach used in developing the opinion 
of probable costs for both the bus and streetcar alternatives. 
 
Appendix  E  – KCMO Downtown  Circulator AA  – Opinion  of  Probable  Cost  Summary  –  This 
memorandum  is  summary  of  the  final  capital  cost  estimates  developed  for  the  project.    It 
includes  a  breakdown  of  the  major  cost  components  as  well  as  the  detailed  estimates 
developed for the project. 
 
Volume 2 – Conceptual Engineering Drawings 
Volume 2 includes the conceptual engineering drawings for both the streetcar and bus 
alternatives considered during the tier 2 screening process.  It includes both plan view and 
general typical sections for each alternative.  It should be considered conceptual in nature with 
the primary purpose of documenting the key cost compenents used to develope the opinion of 
probable costs for the project.   
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose and Scope 

The purpose of this Basis of Design Report is to establish general assumptions that will serve as the basis 
for the engineering evaluation and capital costs estimates to be developed during the Tier 2 screening of 
alternatives.  The material contained herein is intended to provide a clear understanding of the basic 
design assumptions being used for this study.   
 
The design assumptions contained in this report include assumptions for both the streetcar and bus 
alternatives. However, the majority of this report is focused on defining the streetcar assumptions since 
many design elements are only affected by or pertinent to the streetcar alternatives. The streetcar 
exclusive sections include sections 2, 3, 6, 7, and 8.  Section 1, 4, and 5 discusses many common issues 
that apply to both modal alternatives.   
 
In general, the design assumptions for the bus alternatives will follow the same standards used for the 
existing MAX BRT design except station spacing. The assumptions for the streetcar alternatives are 
based on industry best practices for projects similar in nature to the KCMO Downtown Circulator.  They 
represent the “typical” characteristics of a urban circulator and include some of the unique challenges of 
implementing a system in a built downtown environment.  These general guidelines are intended to 
support the planning process and serve as a general framework for establishing more detailed guidelines 
during preliminary engineering and final design. 
 
 
 
 

1.2 Other Projects. 

There are several planned future projects and studies that take affect some or all of the Downtown 
Corridor Alternatives Analysis study area.  During the process of alternatives evaluation, it is important 
to consider how these projects and studies may impact the feasibility and/or costs of each alternative.  
As of July 2011, the following are MAJOR projects and/or studies within in the Downtown Corridor study 
area that should be considered as part of this study: 
 

 Grand Blvd Streetscape project – Currently Grand Boulevard is being studied for possible 
streetscape improvements.  These improvements could include widening sidewalks, adding bike 
facilities and modifying the existing traffic configuration.  If Grand Blvd is further considered to 
advance into Tier 2 screening and/or becomes the locally preferred alignment, close 
coordination and collaboration will be required between the two project teams. 

 

 Jackson County Commuter Corridors Alternatives Analysis – This project does not share an 
alignment with the downtown circulator and is completely independent, serving commuters 
from outer suburbs.  However, the downtown circulator, if built, would complement the 
commuter rail project in providing circulation in the downtown business district.  As both 
projects move forward, there should be ongoing coordination and discussions to ensure 
passengers of one system can easily access and use the other. 
 

This document has been reviewed by MARC, KCMO and KCATA.  All comments received have been 
addressed and/or incorporated in this final version of the basis of design report . 
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 KCATA’s Comprehensive Services Analysis – The Comprehensive Service Analysis (CSA) applies 
to the public transit service provided by KCATA. It will be used on an ongoing basis to evaluate, 
adjust and improve transit service as demand and conditions change. 

1.3 Potential Operational Constraints – Street Closures 

There are many events, festivals, concerts, etc. that occur in downtown Kansas City that could have an 
impact on the operations of the alternatives along many of the alignments being considered.   It is 
relatively common for some of the streets in downtown to be closed during larger events.  There are 
two types of closures that are typical in the corridor.  One is a partial-day closure to help control 
pedestrian circulation to large events held at the Sprint Center.  The street is only shut down during the 
event and for a short duration before and after.  The other type of closure is a full-day closure.  Some of 
these last for several days at a time (multiday) and are typically reserved for events where there are 
activities, displays, stages, etc. set up in the street.  The following are brief characteristics of these two 
event types. 
 
Partial day closure: 

 Typically for concerts or large events at the Sprint Center. 

 Closures occur starting about 1 hour prior to the event and last until it is deemed safe to open 
the street to traffic again, typically around 2 hours after the event is finished.  For a 3 hour 
event, the closure would last for approximately 6 hours +/-. 

 The street is blocked off with bollards, barricades or police officers. 

 No automobile traffic is allowed in the closed area, only pedestrians. 

 KCATA buses are rerouted to adjacent, parallel streets during the closure. 
 
Full day closure: 

 Typically for large events where displays, exhibits, tents, etc. are set up in the street. 

 Many full day closures last more than one day. 

 The street is closed off using bollards. 

 No automobile traffic is allowed in the closed area, only pedestrians. 

 KCATA buses are rerouted to adjacent, parallel streets during the closure. 
 
To better understand the magnitude and locations of the closures, the design team attended a 
downtown events and street closure meeting held on June 2nd, 2011.  At this meeting, information was 
requested from the various stakeholders to identify their events including location and duration.  To 
date, only the Sprint Center provided any specific feedback.  In addition to the Sprint Center response, 
HDR was able to obtain a monthly calendar listing ALL street closures and their location for a 6 month 
period from March 1st of 2011 through August 31st 2011. A copy of these calendars has been included 
as Attachment A to this document.  Based on these calendars and conversations with staff at the City, it 
appears that special events are limited to 2 of the 4 tier 1 alignments being considered for the project. 
Neither Main Street nor Baltimore Avenue appear to have any regular occurring events that need to be 
considered as part of this study.  Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street both have events in which the 
streets are subject to closures (primarily between Truman Rd. and 13th Street).  Table 1.1 provides a 
summary of the number of partial and full day street closures that occur on the Tier 1 alignments in the 
corridor.  These numbers are based off the calendars mentioned previously. 
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Table 1.1 – Special Event Street Closures from March through August 2011 

Street Name Partial Day Closure 
(6+/- hours) for 
concerts/events 

Full Day Closure 
(Total days closed) 

Total Days a 
Closure Occurs 

Grand Boulevard 5 16 21 

Main Street 0 0 0 

Walnut Street 0 7 7 

Baltimore Avenue 0 0 0 

 
For both Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street, the street closures present a challenge that would have to 
be addressed in future phases of project development should either of these alignments move forward 
into design.  There are many alternative ways to handle these conflicts, such as adjustments to the 
event/closure and/or modifications to the streetcar and bus operations. 
 
 
1.3.1.1  

1.3.1.2  

1.3.1.3  

1.3.1.4  

1.4 Streetcar/Bus Technology Description 

For Streetcar Alternatives - 
Streetcar technology considered suitable for this project will have the following characteristics: 

 Single unit low-floor vehicles with articulated sections to navigate tight curves 

 Electrical propulsion motors  

 Steel wheels that run along steel rails 

 Power generally drawn from an overhead catenary wire and/or from an onboard battery 

 Travel along both city streets (mixed-traffic) and dedicated rights-of-way with street crossings 
(semi-exclusive right-of-way)  

 Must be available in North America and meet “Buy America” and minimum US specifications for 
Light Rail/Streetcar vehicles prescribed by federal requirements 

 Minimum specifications: 
- Minimum curve radii: 20 Meters (65.6 ft) 
- Maximum achievable grade: 9% 
- Operating voltage 750 Volts 
- Level boarding height: ~14 inches 
- Maximum axle load 26 kips 
- Length: 20M – 25M (66 – 82 ft) 

There are at least three current streetcar technologies being offered in the US that meet these minimum 
specifications.  Additional information and general arrangements of these three vehicles can be found in 
Attachment B.   

 United Streetcar 100 or 200 

 Kinkisharyo AmeriTram 

 Siemens Ultrashort S70 (Note – Max grade for Siemens may be less than 9%) 
 

For the Purpose of this study, HDR will assume that the streetcar alternative will have to be capable of 

operating as a single track for some events.  This means including two crossovers and 

signaling/communications to control the single track operation.  An allowance will be added for the 

Grand & Walnut streetcar alternatives.  It is assumed that the bus alternative could be rerouted 

during special events without any significant cost.  
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For Bus Alternatives - 
Bus technology assumed for any of the bus alternatives will generally be consistent with the existing 
MAX BRT buses.  They would be similarly equipped and possibly branded specifically as the downtown 
circulator route separate from MAX as shown in figure 1 below. 
 

 
Figure 1 – Existing MAX bus assumed for bus alternatives 

1.5 Project Goals 

The primary goal of an urban circulator project is to provide passengers with the benefits of improved 
public transportation service in a safe, cost-effective, environmentally sensitive, and socially responsible 
manner.  To this end, the following policies shall be adhered to:  
 

 Proven hardware – The streetcar and/or bus system shall be designed to use proven, “off the 
shelf” subsystems, hardware and design concepts. 

 

 Design life - The system's fixed facilities (structures and buildings) shall be designed for 
continued operation over a minimum period of 50 years before complete refurbishment and 
renovations are necessary due to wear and tear and obsolescence.  Vehicles and equipment 
shall be designed for a minimum of 30 years for a streetcar and 12 years for a bus before 
complete replacement becomes necessary.   

 

 Service integration - The circulator route is to be part of the overall local and regional 
transportation system.  Specific provisions shall be made for the efficient interchange of 
passengers with private and other public transportation modes.  

 

 Minimal impact – The system should strive to remain on existing streets, affecting only the 
portion of the roadway within existing curb lines as much as possible.  The streetcar alternatives 
should avoid reconstruction of entire roadways and streetscapes, and try to take advantage of 
concurrent projects or city plans to “piggyback” on such projects where possible.  A minimal 
impact approach reduces project costs, environmental effects, and construction durations.  

 

 Land use - The circulator system should be designed, where possible, to stimulate urban 
development and redevelopment while avoiding drastic changes that disrupt the public 
commerce or social interaction.  Creation of physical barriers to land use functions and 
reduction in traffic circulation capacity shall be avoided to the extent it is practicable to do so.  
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 Urban design - The design of the circulator system shall consider the viewpoint of the user, the 
adjacent residential or business community, and the nearby pedestrian or motorist.  System 
design elements (trackway, stations, etc) should minimize, to the maximum extent possible, 
impacts to environmental, cultural, historic, and social resources and shall match the existing 
aesthetics/context of the surrounding area as much as possible.   

1.6 General Assumptions 

There are a few general assumptions to be made that affect the basis of design for this project. 
 

 Bus alternatives are assumed to share similar station design features and vehicle type as the 

existing MAX BRT.   

 Station spacing will be similar for both the streetcar and bus alternatives. 

 Vehicles will be controlled by the Operator from the cab of the vehicle. The Operator must obey 
traffic signals and transit signals, and will operate by line-of-sight in other areas. The Operator 
will also be in phone/radio contact with an Operations Control Supervisor.   

 Vehicles that operate within existing street alignments are assumed to have a maximum 
operating speed that matches the posted speed limit of the roadway.  

 Fare policy and collection are policy issues that must be set by KCMO and KCATA. For the 
purpose of this study, it will be assumed that a ticket vending machine (TVM) will be onboard 
the vehicle.  However, other options exist such as providing TVMs on stop platforms. The final 
selection of fare collection should be made during future stages of project development.  
Regardless of fare collection method ultimately selected, it should be designed to avoid impact 
to the overall operation and run times of the system.  If on-vehicle ticketing is used, it should be 
implemented with TVM’s and based on the honor system, not at the door and/or verified by the 
operator as currently done on the KCATA bus system. 

 The streetcar is assumed to use a specific vehicle maintenance and storage facility (VMF) 
designed for the streetcar system.  A separate technical memorandum will be provided which 
evaluates and identifies potential and suitable sites for a VMF which serves the potential 
alignments being considered.  

 Streetcars will utilize a DC power system at 750V of overhead power.  Streetcars shall be 
capable of operating at 40mph sustained operating speed.  Streetcar vehicles will produce 
acceleration rates of 3 mph per second, and will utilize dynamic braking and to produce a 
braking rate of 3 mph per second.  

2 ALIGNMENT & TRACK 

2.1 Track Alignment 

Streetcar track alignment, geometry, clearances, and track type are typically established during the 
advanced conceptual/preliminary engineering based on the following inputs: 
 

 Physical operating environment of the system (urban, in-street, etc) 

 Type of streetcar vehicle desired 

 Design guidance and reference to local and national standards.   
 

The streetcar system will generally operate in an urban, in-street environment.  The benefit of an in-
street alignment is a minimal amount of construction, challenging designers to “fit” the system into 
existing roadway rights-of-way.  Most, if not all, streetcar vehicles available are designed to run in this 
type of track environment.   
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The track alignment for an urban, in-street system will generally follow standards and specifications 
established by the local rail operating agency and rail transit industry standard practice documents and 
specifications. City standards and specifications should also be used during the design process, as they 
provide a familiar source of design details and specifications that can aid designers and contractors. The 
list of industry standard practice documents includes, but is not limited to:  
 

 AREMA Manual for Railway Engineering and Portfolio of Track Work Plans;  

 TCRP Report 57 “The Track Design Handbook for Light Rail Transit”  

 APTA Guidelines for Design of Rapid Transit Facilities 
 

Where alignments are proposed within existing street lanes or rights-of-way, the track alignment should 
be designed to match the posted speed of the roadway.  The City and KCATA should agree on locations 
where the track alignment design limits the operating speed to be less than the roadway posted speed 
limit.   These should be clearly justified and agreed to by the City and KCATA.   Typical design speeds for 
tangent and curved track are given below: 
 

 Tangent track – Posted speed (+/- 30 MPH) 

 Lane shift through intersection – Approximately 15 MPH 

 90 degree turn – Approximately 5-10 MPH 

2.2 Track Type 

The type of rail and track construction utilized on a streetcar system is influenced by the alignment 
and/or street environment of the proposed project.  Alignments that run in streets shall use an 
embedded trackway, one with rails flush with the ground surface and an exposed flangeway gap.  Other 
alignments that run off street can utilize other types of track, such as ballast on tie or direct fixation, 
depending on the specific nature of the location.  Rail type can be tee rail or grooved rail, again 
dependent on the nature of the alignment and availability of rail types.  Other factors such as the 
amount of bicycle traffic, large trucks and pedestrians should be considered in the rail selection. It is not 
in the scope of this study to evaluate and establish the rail and track type.  The initial streetcar project 
and each subsequent project shall evaluate both types of rail during preliminary engineering and 
provide advantages/disadvantages of all rail types, along with a recommendation and strategy for 
design, procurement, and construction. Figure 2 illustrates tee rail with a formed flangeway and Figure 3 
illustrates a grooved rail with a steel flangeway included as part of the rail.  
 

                       
Figure 2 - Tee Rail with concrete flangeway              Figure 3 - Grooved rail with steel flangeway 

There are many variations and architectural treatments such as stamped and colored track slabs or brick 
inlays that could be considered, however these treatments will add to the overall project costs.  For the 
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purpose of this study, it will be assumed that the streetcar track is a simple embedded track slab with a 
finished concrete surface as shown in Figure 4 below. 
 

 
Figure 4 - Simple concrete track slab 

2.3 Design Criteria 

In general, the following design criteria will be used to develop streetcar alignments at a conceptual 
level: 

 Track gauge = 4’-8 ½” (distance between inner and outer rail) 

 Track slab width = 8 feet 

 Minimum travel lane width – streetcar in mixed traffic = 11 feet 

 Minimum parking lane width = 8 feet 

 Minimum bike lane width = 5 feet 

 Horizontal tangents shall be used in areas of special trackwork (turnouts, crossovers, etc) and 
station platforms.   
- Minimum horizontal tangent beyond station platform = 20 feet 
- Minimum horizontal tangent between curves = 40 feet desirable, 0 feet min. 
- Minimum horizontal tangent between switches = 10 feet 

 Minimum vertical tangent beyond station platform = 15 feet 

 Minimum vertical tangent between curves = 0 feet 

 Minimum vertical tangent before switches = 10 feet 

 Maximum gap between platform and edge of streetcar door = 3 inches (ADA) 

 Minimum design horizontal curve radius = 66 feet (82’ desirable) 

 Maximum design grade = 9%; 2% at stations (or match existing street grade) 

 Minimum design vertical curve = 820 feet (radius) 

 Minimum design spiral length (assuming no superelevation) = 25 feet  

 Minimum OCS wire height = 18 feet for mixed traffic; 14 feet for exclusive guideway (19ft Std.) 
based on codes and physical limitations of the vehicle. 

3 ROADWAY 

3.1 Effects on Roadway 

The effects of streetcar construction and operation on the adjacent roadway network are designed to be 
minimal.  As described above, streetcar trackway slabs are 8 feet wide and can be placed within existing 
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travel lanes without shifting traffic.  The track designer will consider existing roadway geometry (curves, 
intersections, and cross section) when laying out the streetcar’s horizontal alignment and vertical 
profile.  By following the existing physical features of the roadway, streetcar trackways avoid major 
reconstruction of the remaining lanes, curbs, sidewalks, driveways, and access ramps.  This method of 
avoiding reconstruction also allows existing drainage patterns to be maintained, further reducing costs 
by eliminating the need to reconstruct catch basin inlets and other drainage facilities.  Figure 5 
illustrates track slab installation into an existing travel lane. 
 

 
Figure 5 - Track installation in existing travel lane 

3.2 3.2 Roadway Cross Section  

Track slabs are designed to provide a flat (0%) slope between the rails.  Any slope greater than 0% 
between the rails in tangent track, or reverse superelevation in curved sections, is undesirable and can 
result in uneven rail and wheel wear.  A level (0% cross-slope) slab should be used between rails for all 
tangent track except in highly restrictive grading situations where some cross-slope (a maximum of 1%, 
with agency approval) may be required to accommodate existing roadway cross-slopes.  The track slab 
can accommodate 1.5-foot ‘wings’ outside of the rails that vary in slope (0% to 5%) to accommodate for 
the overall (or “effective”) cross slope of the existing roadway.   
 
As described above, the track design will attempt to limit roadway reconstruction to only that required 
for the construction of the track and installation of relocated utilities.  Figure 6 illustrates the approach 
for defining the limits of roadway reconstruction. 
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Figure 6 – Approach to roadway track slab roadway grading 

 
 Desirable Maximum Minimum 

A 2% 5% or Match Existing 1% or Match Existing 

B 0% 1% 0% 

C 2-4% 7% or Match Existing 1% or Match Existing 

D 6-8 inches 10 inches 4 inches 

 

In some installations, the entire roadway surface is treated in some manner to enhance the overall 
benefit of the streetcar and leave the adjacent paved roadway surface in a much-improved state. If 
reconstruction of the entire roadway is required, the cross slopes presented in the above graphic can be 
improved upon to achieve more desirable values.  

3.3 Lane Selection 

When selecting the lane to place a streetcar trackway, several factors affect the decision-making 
process.  Existing and future traffic volumes, presence of existing utilities, presence of bicycle lanes and 
on-street parking, and desired station configuration all influence the lane selection of streetcar tracks on 
a multi-lane street. A “best lane” study will help to determine the alignment early in the planning and 
design phase, which can then be refined once an alignment is selected.  Examples of typical streetcar 
stop configurations with side and median (center) stops are shown in Figure 7 through Figure 9. 

Parking Lane Shared Lane Travel Lane 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Sidewalk 
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Figure 7 - Mid-Block center platform 

 
Figure 8 - Nearside side platform separate from sidewalk (occupying parking lane) 
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Figure 9 - Nearside side platform with shared sidewalk (occupying parking lane) 

4 STATION STOPS/FOOTPRINT 
Stations (or stops) can be one of the most defining elements of a transit system.  Although specific 
design guidance and criteria will be provided in later project phases, this section describes the basic civil 
engineering criteria to be used in the preliminary design of stops associated with the streetcar or bus 
alternatives and will serve as the basis of the cost estimate for this study.  

4.1 Stop Design 

The layout and design of a stop will be dependent upon a number of factors including: 
 

 location of the stop in the roadway (curb-side or median)  

 location of the stop with respect to an intersection (near or far-side) 

 dimensions and configuration of the streetcar/bus vehicle, including presence of doors and ADA 
boarding locations 

 availability of space (including sidewalk) behind the street curbs and with-in the right of way 

 type of shelter (if desired/required) to be provided at a stop 

 presence or absence of on-street parking at the site of the stop 

 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for Accessible Design 

 State/local codes and regulations. 

4.2 Dimensions of Stop 

For the streetcar alternatives, the length of the stop can only be assumed in early project phases 
because it is dependent upon the location of the doors on the streetcar vehicle.  The minimum length of 
the platform should match the low-floor boarding area of the streetcar between doors.  Since that 
length can vary among streetcar manufacturers, KCMO and KCATA have the luxury of establishing 
criteria for platform lengths that accommodate parking and access to the stop.  Most curb extension 
side stops are bulb outs occupying existing parking spaces.  Theses stops require approximately 60-70 
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feet to provide a minimum of 40 feet of tangent (boarding area) and 20-30 feet to transition the “bulb 
out” curb extension back to the existing curb line. This results in the loss of approximately three parallel 
parking spaces.  It is recommended that a minimum of 60-70 feet be allotted for streetcar side stops, 
which allows ample space for a boarding platform, access ramps, and a basic level of amenities at the 
stop.   
 
The width of the streetcar stop is dependent on a number of factors: 
 

 Type of stop – median or sidewalk, single or dual-direction 

 ADA accessible route and boarding area 

 Type of canopy/shelter and other amenities, if desired 
 
In early stages of project planning, the width of the streetcar stop can be assumed based on typical 
location characteristics and adjusted during later stages of design.  For these early stages, a width of 8 
feet for sidewalk stops and 10 feet for median stops (serving a single direction) is a reasonable 
assumption.  Figure 10 below shows an example of a side station stop and station elements: 
 

 
Figure 10 - Station Stop without Parking; Sidewalk behind Shelter 

For the bus alternatives, the design of the stops is simplified as buses are able to “swing” into the stop 
and avoid bulb outs, work with standard curb heights and do not need to be as long since the vehicle is 
shorter.  As stated previously, the assumptions for the bus alternatives is that they will be configured 
and designed similarly to the existing max stops and priced accordingly. 
 
Consideration should also be given to share stops between streetcars and buses where practical.  There 
may be parallel bus routes which remain in place and can, where practical, share a stop with the 
streetcar.  If stops are to be combined there are some issues that will have to be addressed during 
preliminary engineering and final design.  For example, the typical curb height at a streetcar stop is 14 
inches for level boarding.  The taller curb height may not be compatible with the existing ADA lift 
equipment on the existing bus fleet and will have to be evaluated in future phases of design. 

4.3 Stop Shelter and Amenities 

The presence and type of canopies/shelters at stops shall be evaluated once a list of stops has been 
generated, typically during project planning and preliminary engineering design.  The influence of 
external factors, such as limited width or shelter provided by existing canopies, buildings, or trees can 
affect the design and location of shelters.  A variety of commercially available shelters that could be 
used on a circulator system.  These shelters can be enclosed or freestanding.  Similarly, KCMO and 
KCATA could choose to design and construct shelters rather than installing pre-fabricated ones.  For the 
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purpose of this study, shelters will be assumed to be similar to the existing MAX shelters as shown in 
Figure 11 below. 
 
In addition to a shelter, the stops will be assumed to include other amenities such as additional benches, 
trash receptacles, leaning/guard rails where appropriate and a “Next Streetcar/Bus” display which 
indicates the arrival time of the next streetcar/bus. 

 
Figure 11 – Existing MAX stop shelter 

4.4 Stop Locations, Bicycle Lanes, and Parking 

Placement of stops must consider other uses of the roadway - traffic conditions, bicyclists, parking, and 
pedestrians.  Streetcar vehicles are designed with low floor doors on both sides of the vehicles, allowing 
the system flexibility to have right- or left-side boarding.  The location of the track within the roadway 
often follows desired stop placement; the location of stops and the location of track are interdependent 
and are designed and tested against each other during preliminary engineering.  Curb side stops are 
typically proposed when the following conditions are encountered: 
 

 Single track on the roadway (in a couplet track or single track operation) 

 Heavy left-turn volumes from the corridor to cross streets are present 

 Narrow roadway width (too narrow for median stop); or a wide roadway with multiple lanes in 
each direction 

 Side stop would enhance pedestrian activity and streetscape 

 Parallel parking adjacent to curb can be removed for a streetcar stop ‘bulb-out’ 
 

In addition, if the streetcar track is located on a one-way street, a left-side curbside stop may be 
desirable when the right lane moves slower due to on-street parking or when a bicycle lane is present.  
Median stops are typically proposed when the following conditions are encountered: 
 

 Bicycle lane and/or heavy bicycle traffic would be impeded by a curbside stop.  

 Dual streetcar tracks (one in each direction) with ample space in between for a median stop 

 Parallel parking or other curb-side features that cannot be removed 
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None of the current alignment alternatives have existing bike lanes.  However, if future plans call for 
one, a detailed study and appropriate design approach should be developed to safely integrate bikes 
into the overall design and stop configuration.  This is particularly important for a side running streetcar 
adjacent to a bike lane.  A common treatment is to make the stop an “island” and provide a bike bypass 
lane approximately 6” below (grade separated) the stop as shown in Figure 12. 
 

 
Figure 12 – Streetcar Side Stop with Bike “bypass” 

There are significant safety concerns combining buses with cyclists and pedestrians as well.  Though the 
bus does not have a “flangeway” (groove in the pavement adjacent to the rail) that poses a vaulting 
hazard to cyclists when crossing, the buses, where they cross bike paths can be an equally hazardous.  
Regardless of mode; careful planning, design and coordination with the bike and pedestrian community 
throughout the project development will result in a more comprehensive design and safer operating 
environment for all users of the public’s right of way. 

5 TRAFFIC DESIGN/OPERATIONS 
This section establishes the basis for engineering criteria to be used in the design of a downtown 
circulator system.  It includes requirements for traffic control devices and criteria for the design of the 
traffic signal systems, signing, and pavement marking as they apply to interfacing the streetcar and/or 
bus alternatives within the street network. 

5.1 Applicable Codes 

Traffic vehicle and pedestrian signals, signs, and markings shall be in accordance with the applicable 
State and City traffic guidelines and with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
published by the US Department of Transportation (USDOT). 
 
Materials and equipment used in each installation and/or modification of traffic signal systems, signing, 
and paving markings shall conform to the latest specifications contained in the standards of the City. 

ADA Ramp Bike Bypass 

Stop Sidewalk 
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5.2 General Design Criteria 

Where streetcar/buses operate in a lane of traffic, the shared lane shall be at least as wide as the static 
outline of the vehicle, but no less than 11 feet without prior approval from the City.  If the streetcar/bus 
operate in a semi-exclusive guideway, it shall be delineated or physically separated from parallel auto 
traffic on that street. It is expected that the majority of the project will be a mixed traffic operation. 

 
Guideways and passenger station stops shall be designed to minimize interference with pedestrian or 
bicycle movements.  Where pedestrians and/or bikes must cross the guideway, appropriate crossing 
angles and signage shall be provided to minimize the potential of vaulting.  Where a pedestrian and/or 
bike crossing is part of a signalized street intersection, control shall be provided by means of standard 
vehicle, pedestrian, and/or bike traffic signals.  At other locations, at the direction of the City or KCATA, 
these devices may be supplemented by passive signs, active signs, flashing beacons, or any combination 
thereof.  Figure 13 below illustrates an active PTW (part time warning) sign that flashes “TRAIN” to alert 
motorists of the presence of a streetcar entering the intersection.  These types of signs are typically only 
used where the streetcar is accomplishing a transit only maneuver or there are a high number of 
instances of autos violating traffic signal indications (i.e. running red lights) and the PTWs are added for 
safety. 
 

 
Figure 13 – Active Part Time Warning (PTW) sign  

5.3 Traffic Signals  

Most of the existing traffic signals along the corridor alternatives are on pole-mounted mast arms over 
the travel lanes. For the streetcar alternatives, some modification may need to be made to the pole 
locations and mast arms, depending upon the location of the trackway and stations within the roadway.  
If or where the streetcar system is designed to operate “wirelessly” and no overhead trolley wire is 
needed, there will be fewer impacts to the existing traffic signal equipment than with wires.  This is due 
to the required maintenance clearance around the wire, if used.  During future stages of design, actual 
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clearances to traffic signals and appurtenances would have to be determined based on OSHA and other 
regulating bodies. 
 
In several existing urban streetcar installations, it is common to use some of the signal poles jointly with 
OCS (Overhead Contact System). This practice can reduce the number of poles needed within the ROW 
and reduce sidewalk “clutter” and the overall costs of the project. For the purposes of the conceptual 
engineering cost estimate, it will be assumed that the OCS will use joint-use poles (see Figure 14) as 
much as possible. 
 

 
Figure 14 – Joint-use Traffic signal and OCS pole 

5.4 Traffic Operations and Signal Priority 

The number of phases for traffic signals along the route will generally be dictated by the number of 
phases in the existing condition.  Where the streetcar/bus operates in mixed flow in the existing traffic 
lane, streetcar/bus movements will be controlled by normal traffic signal operations. At locations where 
the streetcar/bus transitions into or out of special lanes, special transit-only signals may be provided.  
Transit signals will be physically separated from the traffic signals and use transit-only display indications 
consistent with the MUTCD.  Figure 15 shows a traffic signal pole with both auto and “transit” signal 
heads. 
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Figure 15 – Traffic signal with both auto and transit signal heads 

To increase efficiency and improve runtimes, KCMO and KCATA may choose to implement transit signal 
priority (TSP) for various intersections along the corridor.  TSP comes in various forms including full-
preemption and partial priority.   
 
Full pre-emption is where the signal is triggered to turned green regardless of the point in the signal 
cycle which the traffic controller receives a call from the operator/vehicle. Full – preemption for transit 
typically requires the traffic signal to be given the precise time at which the streetcar/bus is going to 
enter the intersection in order to be effective and limit the effect on auto capacity.  Given the 
streetcar/bus typically operate in mixed traffic and travel time may vary due to congestion, pedestrians, 
cars parking, etc., full pre-emption is not a good fit.  It is not being considered for this project. 
 
Partial priority is a much better fit for a streetcar/circulator bus type of operation.  It is less disruptive to 
the auto traffic, doesn’t require precise timing of the vehicle and has been used on many streetcar/bus 
systems across the US.  Partial priority provides priority to the streetcar some of time (I.e. partial) by 
extending green time or truncating the red phase to minimize the delay of the streetcar/bus.  The major 
difference between partial and full priority is that the streetcar/bus will still have to stop at some red 
lights with partial priority. In order to reap the benefits of TSP, the traffic signals and streetcar/bus 
vehicles must have compatible equipment installed so the streetcar operator can send an indication to 
the traffic signal controller that the vehicles is approaching the intersection and requests priority.   
Depending on the current phase, the signal may extend the green and allow the streetcar to proceed 
without stopping or truncate the red and minimize the delay.  Existing signals in the study corridor may 
already be equipped with Opticom or other preemption equipment which would minimize the capital 
costs associated with employing partial priority TSP.  During preliminary engineering, the existing traffic 
controllers and equipment will have to be evaluated and upgraded as necessary to provide priority. 
 
 
 
 
 

For the Purpose of this study, HDR will assume that the streetcar/bus system will be designed with 

partial priority TSP.  HDR will, to some extent, be able to get an indication of the existing traffic signal 

equipment and understanding of the level of effort required to upgrade the signals to provide TSP.  An 

allowance will be added to the capital cost estimate for TSP. 
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5.5 Streetcar/Bus Operating plan 

For both modal alternatives, a conceptual operating plan will be developed to illustrate how the 
streetcar/bus alternatives complete their service.  The streetcar vehicles are assumed to be double 
ended with operating cabs at both ends.  This allows the streetcar to terminate at a tail track where the 
operator switches control from one end (cab) to the other and operates the vehicle in “reverse” for the 
opposing direction (i.e. SB instead of NB).  The bus alternatives will likely have to “loop” around a block 
in order to switch from a north bound to a south bound trip (or visa versa).  These variations could have 
a slight impact to the overall run time of one alternative versus another and affect the operating costs. 
 
The proposed headway is likely the biggest and most important variable that needs to be documented 
and assumed for either modal alternative.  The selected headway is a factor in the number of vehicles 
required, has an impact the operating costs and number of riders and can have an effect on the overall 
capacity of the transportation network.  For the purpose of this study and developing operating cost and 
ridership estimates, a 10-minute headway will be assumed for both the bus and streetcar alternatives.   
 
Operating costs will be based on national and regional averages based on vehicle revenue hour or 
revenue track miles and sufficient for comparative purposes.  Detailed estimates and operating costs 
will have to be developed once a preferred alternative is selected and further detailed out during 
preliminary engineering and final design. 

6 UTILITIES 
Impacts to existing utilities are an important consideration when selecting streetcar routes and trackway 
locations. Streetcars, as with other urban rail transit systems, pose challenges to utility companies by 
limiting the access to facilities in close proximity to the trackway (both above and below ground), and by 
the potential for stray current to trace to metallic pipes buried in the ground along the alignment.  The 
impacts can be classified by the following: 
 

 Underground utility lies parallel and directly beneath proposed trackway, affecting access and 
stray current; 

 Underground utility lies parallel and offset from proposed trackway, requiring analysis of access 
and stray current; 

 Underground utility lies perpendicular to proposed trackway, and at a shallow depth, requiring 
offset of stray current and sleeving requirements 

 Underground utility lies perpendicular to proposed trackway, at a deep depth, possibly 
impacting access 

 Overhead utility directly over or in close proximity to trackway, affecting clearance of the trolley 
wire and OCS pole locations.   

 
For early analysis purposes, existing “major” utilities will be located using GIS base maps and other 
available information to determine their presence in a proposed streetcar alignment.  No determination 
will be made at this time as to their specific location in the roadway; specific locations (vertical and 
horizontal) should be located early in the design phase and may result in modification of track and/or 
stop locations to avoid costly utility relocations. Major utilities are generally defined as follows: 
 

 Water and sewer: 10” pipe and larger 

 Storm drain: 24” pipe and larger 

 Gas: 4” transmission pipes and larger 



 
 

 Alternatives Analysis Design Assumptions Report Page 19 July 22, 2011 

 

 Dry utilities (cable, electric, fiber optic, telephone): Duct banks and major transmission lines, 
vaults 

 
 
 
 
 
 

7 STRUCTURES 
There are several existing structures on the potential alignments being considered for this study.  The 
streetcar vehicle loading is less than HS-20 loading which most bridges are designed to.  However, in 
order to install the rail on the existing structures and have the pavement flush with the top of rail, some 
additional dead load may be added to the structure.  The additional dead load, in combination with the 
HS-20 (auto) loading, is usually the determining factor when evaluating adding streetcar to an existing 
bridge structure.  The following existing bridge structures are along one of the potential tier 1 
alignments: 
 

 Main Street over Kansas City Terminal Railway (City of Kansas City) 

 Main Street Crossing over I-670 (MoDOT) 

 Main/Delaware over I-70 (MoDOT) 

 Walnut Street over I-70 (MoDOT) 

 Walnut Street over I-670 (MoDOT) 

 Grand Blvd Over I-70 (MoDOT) 

 Grand Blvd Over I-670 (MoDOT) 

 Grand Blvd Over Kansas City Terminal Railway and surface street to the north (City of Kansas City) 

 Baltimore Ave Over I-670 (MoDOT) 

 
In order to understand the feasibility and potential costs associated with crossing these existing 
structures, the consultant team is conducting an initial screening and high level analysis.  This is 
documented in a technical memorandum and included in Attachment C. 

8 TRACTION POWER SYSTEM 

8.1 Traction Power Substation 

Streetcar systems are powered by a traction power supply system (TPSS) via a network of traction 
power substations and overhead and underground wires. The systems are designed to run off a 750 Vdc 
power which comes from the local power utility as AC power that is converted to suit the needs of the 
streetcar TPSS.  The AC source power is transformed to the appropriate voltage and converted to DC 
using transformers and rectifiers at the substation location.  Multiple TPSS are located along the 
alignment, with spacing dependent on the choice of low power or high power substations. Low power 
(less than 500 kW, 480Vac) substations are typically suited for lower-speed systems, such as urban 
streetcar applications.  They are spaced about twice as close (about 1 per half mile) as high-power, and 
are less expensive to implement due to lower capital costs.  Often, underground TPSS duct banks can be 
eliminated or minimized using this method since the substations are spaced close enough that the 
voltage drop between them stays within the tolerable operating range.  High power (above 500kW, 12.5 
to 15kV) substations are spaced around one per mile of double track and can use either overhead or 
underground feeder systems. During preliminary engineering, the traction power and systems design 

For the purpose of this study, the potential alignments will be evaluated for the approximate level 
(low, medium or high) of impacts anticipated.  An allowance will be included in the cost estimate 
appropriate to the level of impact anticipated based on GIS and as-built information readily available 
and provided by utility companies. 
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consultant should prepare a load-flow analysis considering both options and present the 
recommendation for the alignment.   
 
The substations can be housed in either pre-fabricated (less expensive) or specially designed buildings.  
These substations can have a visual impact – higher power substations are larger than low power 
substations.  The aesthetics of substations can be mitigated by using façades (i.e. brick, etc) or 
landscaping.  Also, for the low powered units, there are some substations which are small enough to fit 
into a single parking space and can be placed in an inconspicuous location in an adjacent parking 
structure.  Depending on the availability of locations and visual requirements, substations can vary in 
cost, and additional options (such as architectural treatments) can increase the price. An example of a 
pre-fabricated substation (low-power) and an ultra compact substation capable of fitting into a single 
parking stall are shown in Figure 16 and Figure 17 respectively. 
 

 
Figure 16 – Pre-fabricated substation (low-power) for the Portland Streetcar 
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Figure 17 – Ultra compact substation (low-power) – fits in one parking stall 

Elements of the substation are typically designed once certain features of the system have been 
decided: the vehicle, operational frequency, and potential for future system expansion.  
 
 
 
 
 

 

8.2 Traction Power Distribution 

Distribution of the DC power occurs via feeder wires and overhead wire, to be collected by the vehicle’s 
pantograph. There are two design options for the OCS: single contact wire (trolley wire), which can be 
fed underground or simple catenary with overhead feeder, common of higher speed LRT. The choice of 
distribution can have an effect on visual impacts to the corridor. A single contact wire (Figure 18) is a 
single wire option used on systems with lower operating speeds in urban environments, in conjunction 
with power substations that are closely spaced.  This is designed for lower-speed streetcar projects and 
should be considered the default traction power distribution system until later stages of project 
development prove otherwise. Normal catenary (Figure 19) uses two wires under tension, one 
messenger that supports a contact wire, to distribute power, requiring a cantilevered arm. This is 
typically used with high power substations on systems with higher operating speeds. Minimum 
clearances from OCS wires are set by AREMA NFPA, IEEE, and OSHA. Areas of concern include proximity 
to overhead structures above the roadway, other overhead utilities, traffic signals, light fixtures and the 
maintenance of structures.   

For the purpose of this study, it will be assumed that low power substations spaced approximately ½ 
mile apart (double track) will be used.  Further, substations are assumed to be pre-fabricated units or 
ultra compact units installed without any architectural treatments in an adjacent parking garage or 
other inconspicuous location. 
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Figure 18 – Single contact wire OCS 

 

Figure 19 – Catenary OCS 



 
 

 

  

Pole choice can be determined by aesthetic criteria. They can be simple or ornamental, designed to 
match existing infrastructure or combined with traffic signals or light poles (as discussed in the traffic 
section) to reduce pole clutter. Additionally, span wire affixed to building facades can reduce visual 
impact in areas where cantilever arms are required. 
 
 
 
 
 

8.3 Stray Current and Corrosion Control 

Current returns to the substation to complete the circuit via the embedded running rails in the street. 
Because of this, certain precautions must be taken to avoid stray current and corrosion. To avoid 
material degradation for both system elements and underground utilities, the primary method of stray 
current control is to isolate the running rails. This is accomplished in embedded trackwork by placing the 
rail in a rubber boot, or by placing any special trackwork in elastomeric grout. Testing is performed on a 
regular basis to ensure the path is continuous. Secondary control, if desired, can occur by placing 
reinforcing steel in the track slab that is electrically continuous, by positioning testing facilities along the 
tracks, by monitoring the TPSS, and by using cathodic protection for facilities such as metallic water lines 
along the track. 

For the purpose of this study, it will be assumed that a single trolley wire system is employed using 
enhanced or decorative poles.  It is also assumed that, where practical, traffic signal and light poles 
will be used as much as possible to minimize the pole clutter and reduce costs. 
 





 
 

 

Attachment A – Street Closure Calendars 
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 Memo 
To:   Lucas Olson 

From: Cory Imhoff Project:  MARC – Downtown AA 

CC:   Christopher Kinzel 

Date:  7/13/11 Job No:        

RE: Initial Screening Of Bridges On Potential Transit Routes

 
The scope of this technical memorandum is an initial screening of bridges from both Kansas City and 
MoDOT inventories on potential transit routes as part of the Downtown Alternatives Analysis Project.   
 
The transit loading contemplated for the purposes of this screening effort consists of superimposed dead 
load from 3.5 inches of infill concrete and 112 lb/ft transit rails in addition to the 100 kip (25k-5.9’-25k-
29.5’-25k-5.9’-25k) Kinkisharyo Ameritram transit vehicle. 
 
The scope and budget of this initial screening was limited to a maximum effort of 40 hours of Sr. Bridge 
Engineer time for collection of plans, NBIS database information, plan review, comparative screening 
calculations and preparation of this memorandum.  The scope of this effort does not include exact rating 
calculations for transit loading, but rather a comparative analysis between transit loading and design 
loading.  This comparative analysis is deemed sufficient to identify areas of strength and weakness along 
the proposed routes to assist the study team in developing preferred alignment recommendations as part 
of the Downtown Alternatives Analysis Project.  Precise rating calculations for the structures can be 
completed if necessary with additional schedule and budget. 
 
All structures on potential transit routes were not included in this effort.  Figure 1 and Table 1 summarize 
the structures reviewed in part or detail for this screening effort.  
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Figure 1 – Location Of Bridges Included In Screening Analysis. 

Map 
ID 

Bridge 
No. 

Route 
Carried 

Over  Owner 
Year 
Built 

Spans 
Design 
Live 
Load 

FWS 
(psf) 

Oper. 
Rating 
(Tons) 

Inven. 
Rating 
(Tons) 

Suff. 
Rating 

1  S052B21 
Grand 
Avenue 

KC 
Terminal 
Railway 

KCMO  1988 

50.93'‐38.06'‐44.98'‐
44.98'‐45.98'‐54.92'‐
63.49'(Variable) 

Composite Steel Beams 
With Steel Framed 

Bents 

HS20     
+ Light 
Rail 

50  48  36  75.5 

2  S052B22 
Main 
Street 

KC 
Terminal 
Railway 

KCMO  1980 

Main‐Walnut Conn. ‐ 
51.25'‐50'                

Voided Slab Spans         
Unit 1N (SBR) ‐           
44'‐50'‐35'‐36'        

Voided Slab Spans         
Unit 1N (NBR) ‐         
49.48'‐57.65'        

Voided Slab Spans         
Unit 1 ‐                  
70'‐70'            

Prestressed I‐Girders      
Unit 2 ‐                  

82.19'‐81.63'‐59.35' 
Prestressed I‐Girders      

Unit 3 ‐                  
82.73'‐59.34'‐82.73' 
Prestressed I‐Girders      

Unit 4 ‐                  
70'‐70'‐70'               

Prestressed I‐Girders      
Unit 5 ‐                  

63.79'‐63.79'‐        
63.79'‐73.53'             

Prestressed I‐Girders      

HS20  25  52  31  77.1 

3  A0820 
Grand 
Avenue 

I670  MoDOT  1963 
68.22'‐68.22' Voided 

Slab Spans 
H20  15  73  35  96.8 

4  A0818 
Main 
Street 

I670  MoDOT  1963 
68.22'‐68.22' Voided 

Slab Spans 
H20  15  66  30  80 

5  A0817 
Baltimore 
Avenue 

I670  MoDOT  1963 
68.22'‐68.22' Voided 

Slab Spans 
H20  15  74  33  78.9 

6  A4224 
Grand 
Avenue 

I35/I70  MoDOT  1990 
39.09'‐85.21'‐79.20'‐
46.11' Composite Steel 
Plate Girder Spans 

HS20 
Mod. 

35  78  46  95.7 

7  L0494 
Walnut 
Street 

I35/I70  MoDOT  1987 
49.5'‐66.5'‐66.5'‐49.5' 
Prestressed I‐Girder 

Spans 

HS20 
Mod. 

35  69  41  78.5 

8  A4223 
Delaware 
Street 

I35/I70  MoDOT  1985 
47.86'‐64'‐71'‐71'‐65.5'‐
53.36' Prestressed I‐

Girder Spans 

HS20 
Mod. 

35  75  46  90.4 

Table 1 – Summary Information For Bridges Included In Screening Analysis. 
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 The structures break down into three groups.  The first group is the KCMO bridges over KC Terminal 
Railway just north of Crown Center and Union Station (Map ID’s 1 and 2).  The second group is the 
MoDOT voided slab bridges over Interstate 670 that were built in the early 1960’s (Map ID’s 3, 4 and 5).  
The third group is the MoDOT steel and precast I-girder bridges over Interstate 35/70 that were built in 
the late 1980’s and early 1990’s (Map ID’s 6, 7 and 8). 
 
The first group is the structures (Map ID 1 and 2) owned by the city of Kansas City, Missouri that carry 
Main Street and Grand Avenue over the KC Terminal Railway just north of Crown Center and Union 
Station.  The Grand Avenue bridge (Map ID 1) was built in 1988 with HS20 loading, light rail loads and 
50psf future wearing surface (FWS) allowance.  It is anticipated that this bridge will perform favorably 
when subjected to transit loading due to the initial design loading considerations for both transit load and 
additional wearing surface allowance.  An interior line girder analysis using AASHTO Load Factor 
Design (LFD) distribution factors (S/5.5) and load factors was performed and the maximum and 
minimum moment envelopes plotted for comparison in Figure 2. 
 

 
Figure 2 - Grand Avenue Over KC Terminal Railway - Original Design vs. Transit Loading 

The plotted moment envelopes indicate that the transit loading produces substantially lower positive 
moments than the original design loading and close correlation between the two loadings for negative 
moment.  This comparison indicates that the composite rolled beams on the Grand Avenue Bridge over 
KC Terminal Railway should perform satisfactorily when subjected to transit loading.  Cursory capacity 
checks have been completed for verification of this observation as well.  Deck elements and deck support 
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elements were designed to support 32 kip axles.  Without performing detailed calculations, it is 
anticipated that the 25 kip axles spaced at 5.9’ on the transit vehicle will produce lower force demand on 
the deck and deck support elements than the 32 kip axle and 16 kip wheel load used in the original design 
of this bridge.  A note of caution is necessary on this structure with regard to the steel framed bents 
supporting the composite steel rolled beams.  The negative moment diagrams plotted in Figure 2 indicate 
higher pier reactions are probable with transit loading than contemplated in the original design.  This will 
result in larger design moments and shears in the steel framed caps.  Additional analysis of the steel 
framed caps is warranted but outside of the scope of this initial screening effort. 
 

 
Figure 3 - Grand Avenue Over KC Terminal Railway – HS20 vs. Transit Live Load 

Figure 3 shows the difference in live load plus impact for HS20 and transit loading on the Grand Avenue 
Bridge over KC Terminal Railway.  There is very close correlation throughout both the positive and 
negative moment envelopes.  There is a 2.5% to 21% increase in moment depending on span length and 
arrangement.  As the spans increase in length, the difference in negative moment dissipates and the 
positive moment envelopes converge.  In general, transit loading and HS20 loading produce very similar 
flexural demands on this structure. 
 
The Main Street bridge (Map ID 2) was built in 1980 with HS20 loading and 25psf future wearing surface 
(FWS) allowance.  Detailed load and capacity calculations for this structure were not performed.  Based 
strictly on cursory observation and comparison to the analysis completed on the Grand Avenue Bridge, 
transit loading could introduce marginally larger negative moments and shear on the voided slab and 
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precast I-girder units contained within this structure.  The current inventory rating of 31 Tons for this 
structure indicates deficiencies carrying the original HS20 loading.  Additional dead load and the transit 
vehicle weight and geometry could further exasperate the issues reflected by the lower inventory rating.  
Additionally, this structure contains a large number of expansion joints that will cause more rail mounting 
and long term maintenance issues as compared to the Grand Avenue bridge. 
 
Within this first group of structures over the KC Terminal Railway tracks, the preferred alignment for 
transit vehicles would be along Grand Avenue as it is a newer bridge with transit loading 
considerations incorporated in its design.  Based on engineering judgment and limited analysis, either 
structure could carry transit loading without requiring posting for less than legal loads although the 
industrial zone rating, operating rating and inventory rating will be further reduced for either bridge.  The 
rating reductions could be minimized by milling approximately 2.5 inches off the existing deck and 
putting back the 3.5 inches of integral overlay with the transit rails.  This would result in a net profile 
raise of only 1 inch, reduce the dead load demand and minimize rating reductions. 
 
The second group of structures includes the three MoDOT owned voided slab bridges carrying Grand 
Avenue, Main Street and Baltimore Avenue over I670 (Map ID 3, 4 & 5).  Each of these bridges is a two 
span voided slab bridge with spans of approximately 68.22’-68.22’.  These bridges were all built in the 
early 1960’s with H20 loading and 15psf future wearing surface.  These bridges have all been modified to 
support aesthetic fencing, railing and glass panels.  The inventory ratings indicate deficiencies carrying 
HS20 loading with additional dead load and transit live load further exasperating these issues.  These 
bridges are the weak link along any of the transit routes being considered. 
 
Bridge A0818 carrying Main Street over I670 has the lowest inventory and operating rating of all bridges 
in this group.  For this reason, Bridge A0818 has been selected for detailed analysis out of this group.  
This bridge was analyzed for current dead loads and HS20 loading and for additional transit dead loads 
and the Kinkisharyo Ameritram transit vehicle loading.  As Figure 4 indicates, factored negative moments 
will increase by approximately 7% at the interior support from current loading conditions with the 
addition of 3.5 inches of infill paving with transit live load plus impact.  Capacity calculations were 
performed at the maximum positive moment location and for the section adjacent to the drop panels for 
maximum negative moment.  The maximum positive moment section was found to be adequate for both 
current loading conditions and proposed transit loading assuming no rebar degradation or deck 
wear/abrasion.  Difficulties are not anticipated in the positive moment region for this group of bridges.  
The negative moment section was found to be overstressed by approximately 4.6% at the single negative 
moment location that was checked for transit loading.  This same location showed adequate capacity for 
current dead loads and HS20 loading even though the Inventory Rating is 30tons.  This indicates a 
capacity issue at another location within the structure is probable.  Detailed rating calculations would help 
locate this deficiency but is outside the scope of this initial screening effort. 
 
The structure can support transit loading although the factored negative moment exceeds the flexural 
capacity of the bridge at the interior support.  In an effort to minimize this overstress and rating reductions 
on the existing structures over I670, approximately 2.5 inches of the existing deck should be milled and 
3.5 inches of integral overlay placed with the transit rails.  This approach will result in a net profile raise 
of 1 inch and will keep the demands from transit loading in line with that from current loads plus HS20.  
Based on limited engineering investigation, the voided slab spans over I670 appear to be capable of 
carrying transit loading. 
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Figure 4 – Main Street Over I670 – Bridge A0818 – Current Loading vs. Transit Loading 

The third group of structures is the three bridges over I35/70 (Map ID’s 6, 7 and 8).  These bridges were 
all designed and built in the later 1980’s and early 1990’s utilizing HS20 Modified loading and 35psf 
future wearing surface allowances.  Based on the limited analytical work completed on the other bridges 
included in this screening, the structures in this third group are not anticipated to have any major issues 
carrying transit loading.  This is evident in the high operating and inventory ratings for each of these 
bridges. 
 
Conclusions: 

1)  The transit live load considered as part of this initial screening analysis produces flexural 
moments similar to that of HS20 loading. 

2) The Grand Avenue Over KC Terminal Railway Bridge is preferred to the Main Street Over KC 
Terminal Railway Bridge for carrying transit traffic due to its original design criteria. 

3) The voided slab spans over I670 are the weak link in any transit route currently being studied 
4) Milling existing overlays and excess clear cover prior to placing a 3.5 inch integral wearing 

surface and transit rails should be considered to both reduce profile grade raise requirements and 
to minimize reductions in ratings. 

5) None of the studied bridges should be posted for less than legal loads after transit modifications 
are completed. 

6) The bridges over I35/70 will not have a problem handling transit loads since they were designed 
with HS20 Modified live load and 35psf future wearing surface allowance. 

7) The optimal route for transit is along Grand Avenue based strictly on bridge performance. 
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1  INTRODUCTION 
In 2004 and 2009, the Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (KCATA) and the City of Kansas City, 
Mo.(KCMO), examined the feasibility of a downtown streetcar that could connect the River Market, Central 
Business District and Crown Center area.  An alternatives analysis of fixed-guideway transit between these 
areas was also conducted in 2008. 
 
The Mid-America Regional Council (MARC), in conjunction with KCATA, local cities, the Unified 
Government Transit (UGT) and Johnson County Transit (JCT) completed an update to the Smart Moves 
plan in June 2008 to incorporate new local and regional transit activity, and respond to the community’s 
desire for improvements to the public transportation system. The Smart Moves Regional Transit Vision, set forth 
several recommendations for improving the network of transit services within the metropolitan area and 
providing the opportunity to realize a range of potential mobility, livability, development, environmental and 
health benefits.  MARC, KCATA, KCMO, and Jackson County, Mo. are again partnering to evaluate one of 
these proposals in more detail, initiating the Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA) to study the 
feasibility, cost and benefits of constructing an “urban circulator” (i.e. streetcar or enhanced bus service) to 
connect key locations within a two-mile corridor between River Market, the Central Business District, the 
Crossroads Arts District, Crown Center and Union Station. 
 
The Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis will include a more detailed planning and environmental 
screening for a potential urban circulator project to connect some of the region's most significant 
employment and cultural destinations in Kansas City.  The two-mile corridor study area is the region’s most 
densely populated corridors, and includes River Market, downtown Kansas City, the Crossroads Art District, 
Crown Center and Union Station. Union Station is currently served by Amtrak and several KCATA bus 
routes, and is a potential terminus for future commuter rail.  The Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis 
is positioned to advance a Locally Preferred Alternative. This analysis will produce the documentation that 
would be required if KCATA and KCMO decide to pursue future federal funding to support the design and 
construction costs of an urban circulator project.  These federal requirements include an Alternatives Analysis 
(AA) and comply with federal National Environmental Protection Act  (NEPA) requirements. 
 
For the streetcar “build” option, a Vehicle Maintenance Facility (VMF) is needed to provide vehicle storage 
and maintenance services, including vehicle inspection, exterior washing, interior cleaning, repair activities, 
and spare parts storage.   Space for operations and administrative functions would also be included.  The 
facility must accommodate a minimum of five streetcar vehicles (four active vehicles and one spare), based on 
a preliminary assessment of vehicle requirements for the build alternative.  These conceptual requirements 
will be confirmed in conjunction with the development of a preliminary operations plan, and resulting VMF 
needs will be updated as appropriate in future stages of project development. 
 
This technical memorandum defines the general requirements of a VMF site, and identifies a total of sixteen 
possible sites in the study area that could be considered for a future VMF.  Of the sixteen potential sites, only 
seven exhibited high potential as a future VMF location. The purpose of this memo is to only identify that 
there are potential sites for a VMF to support the alternatives analysis and build alternatives.  A more 
exhaustive analysis and study would be required to evaluate and recommend a site once the preferred 
alignment is selected. 
 
For bus-based alternatives, it is assumed that existing KCATA facilities could accommodate additional buses 
serving the Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis area, and no new VMF would be needed.  Therefore, 
the evaluation criteria and potential sites described in this memorandum are specific to the streetcar “build” 
alternative. 
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2 STREETCAR MAINTENANCE FACILITY EXAMPLES 
Operating streetcar systems have used several models for the placement and construction of an operations 
and maintenance facility.  The descriptions below are not all-inclusive, but provide an indication of the range 
of approaches for the siting and design of a streetcar facility: 
 
Portland, Oregon located its facility underneath a freeway overpass.  This approach makes full use of land 
that would otherwise be unlikely to develop (previously used as a parking lot) and minimizes the visibility of 
the facility.  This is purely a functional facility, with little architectural detail or relationship to the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 

   
 

Figure 1: Streetcar Maintenance Facility in Portland, Oregon 
 
Seattle constructed the facility for its South Lake Union Streetcar on a constrained site (less than one acre in 
size) that is adjacent to existing and new neighborhood uses including a mid-rise residential building and 
restaurant.  The site design located the VMF on the rear portion of a larger lot, accessing the VMF from a 
side street.  The remaining portion of the parcel is a developable site area along the principal street frontage, 
now in temporary use as a parking lot.  This facility program is an example of a small-scale maintenance 
facility that was incorporated into a neighborhood fabric and integrated with overall redevelopment plans. 
 

    
 

Figure 2: Streetcar Maintenance Facility in Seattle (South Lake Union) 
The City of Seattle is now examining options for an additional maintenance facility to serve its planned First 
Hill streetcar line.  Among the options being considered is a similar joint development project including a 
maintenance facility surrounded by mid-rise housing and ground floor retail, with an interior parking garage.   
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Figure 3: Concepts for Joint Use Development with Maintenance Facility in Seattle 
 
 
 
Tampa constructed a significantly-sized structure in the heart of the Ybor City Historic District.  This facility 
was designed to complement the architecture of the surrounding historic buildings, and includes open green 
space adjacent to the building.  The capability for future expansion to include a streetcar museum was also 
included in the building design.  The intent of the Tampa structure was not to hide the facility, but rather to 
include a high level of architectural detail and ultimately make the building an attraction in itself. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4: Streetcar Maintenance Facility in Tampa 

In the massing diagram above, the maintenance facility is shown in blue, housing is shown in red and orange, retail is shown in 

yellow, and parking is shown in gray.  Source: Central District News, www.centraldistrictnews.com 
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3 SITE SELECTION CRITERIA 
Several specific criteria were used for evaluating candidate sites for the VMF to serve the Downtown 
Corridor Alternatives Analysis area.  These criteria are described below. 
   

 Property size 
A streetcar VMF is much more compact than a facility for a larger rail technology such as light rail or 
heavy rail.  The VMF should include sufficient space for a maintenance building, shop area, parts 
storage, offices, and tracks for storing vehicles but even so, can be accommodated on a relatively 
small parcel of land. A typical maintenance building for a starter system includes a minimum of two 
service bays, one with an underground pit for servicing the underside of streetcar vehicles. An 
elevated platform, or work mezzanine, allows access to the roof-mounted equipment.  An overhead 
crane allows the streetcar vehicle to be lifted to service the trucks and is used for transporting heavy 
materials. Component repairs are performed in a shop area with adjacent parts, tool storage, and 
loading dock. Offices, work areas, file rooms, break rooms, and lockers should all be considered 
when developing the maintenance building program. 
 
Outside of the maintenance building, a typical site for a starter system includes storage tracks, 
delivery truck access to a loading dock, and areas for parking, and building entrance and exit. A 
traction power substation to power the yard and lead track, and perhaps a portion of the adjacent 
alignment, are convenient to locate on-site. The facility is typically secured by walls and/or fences 
and is lighted for overnight servicing and storage. 
 
Initially, the facility needs to include storage for five streetcar vehicles (based on a preliminary 
operations assessment), and the ability to expand is preferred.   A general guideline for sizing 
requirements is 0.25 acres per stored vehicle, based on typical sizes of other functioning streetcar 
facilities and local environmental and topographic conditions.  Thus, a site with a minimum size of 
1.25 acres is needed to support streetcar operations for the potential project.  The option to acquire 
additional acreage would be beneficial to accommodate more vehicles as the system and fleet size 
grows. 
    

 Site configuration 
A site that is regular in shape (i.e. rectangular; width of at least 1/3 the length) offers the most 
flexibility in design to ensure safe and efficient operations.  The size and shape should also enable 
operational flexibility for the movement of transit vehicles through the site.  
  

 Land use compatibility 
Traditionally, transit maintenance facilities have been seen as incompatible with residential and 
commercial uses, and have been treated as strictly industrial uses.  However, as illustrated earlier, 
some streetcar maintenance facilities have moved away from this trend and are examining 
opportunities to fit within a more cohesive neighborhood context.  Streetcar facilities are quite small 
compared to a large bus garage.  Additionally, due to the small scale of streetcar facilities and the type 
of maintenance and repair work performed in them, noise and traffic typically are not major issues.  
Furthermore, because starter streetcar lines are generally short in length, the service area may have 
only a limited amount of land oriented to industrial uses.  Seattle’s compact facility is immediately 
adjacent to a mid-rise apartment building, and Tampa’s is in a historic mixed-use neighborhood.  
Portland’s VMF is underneath a freeway interchange on land that is unsuitable for other types of 
development.  Compatibility with the desired land use should be considered during future phases of 
project development and selection of a site for the KCMO Streeetcar. 
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 Zoning 
Certain sites may be subject to local restrictions that impact the ability to locate a VMF on the site.  
Each potential site being considered should be evaluated during future phases of project 
development and during the site selection process.  Zoning laws and ordinances may restrict or 
prohibit a VMF from being built.  Typically, areas zoned as residential would not allow a VMF to be 
built. Locations within the H/O Historic District overlay zoning areas should be avoided.  These 
ordinances restrict development that is not comparable to the existing historic building framework.  
Sites that are not subject to special restrictions are preferred. 
 

 Property ownership and potential acquisition costs 
The site should avoid difficult and costly property acquisition.  Public ownership of parcels is best 
for potential VMF sites.  If the acquisition of privately-held land is required, the number of parcels 
should be minimized (it is more difficult to aggregate numerous small parcels as opposed to one or 
two larger parcels).  Parcels that are currently under active use will have higher acquisition costs.  
Likewise, the number of required business and residential displacements should be minimized. 
 

 Constructability 
Features such as suitable soil, ease of access for construction equipment, and ample space for 
materials storage help to contain construction costs for VMF site development.  Sites that 
demonstrate these types of characteristics are favored. 
 

 Topography and drainage 
The selection of a site that is relatively level, with the elevation of the site close to that of the 
alignment, will minimize costs associated with grading and retaining walls.  Standing or running 
natural water features should be avoided, and the site should be outside of the 100-year floodway.  
All sites need to be sufficient in size to accommodate appropriate storm water management 
techniques. 
 

 Property easements and restrictions on use 
Certain sites may be subject to local restrictions that impact the ability to locate a VMF on the site.  
As stated earlier, locations within the H/O Historic Overlay zoning areas should be avoided.  These 
ordinances restrict development that is not comparable to the existing historic building framework.  
Sites that are not subject to special restrictions are preferred. 
 

 Joint use potential 
While the VMF could be a stand-alone site, partnerships with parties willing to develop the facility as 
part of a larger development should be considered.  The VMF could be built as part of a parking 
garage structure, or as part of a larger mixed-use development (possibly wrapped by other uses).  The 
joint use site would need to have sufficient space for all desired uses (including expansion 
opportunities), and the associated impacts (e.g. streetcars entering and leaving the street right-of-way) 
of any joint uses must be considered.  Also, good site access to the developable remainder is critical 
for effective joint use of sites.   
 

 System connectivity (distance to Baltimore, Main, Walnut, Grand route alternatives) 
The VMF should be in close proximity (2-3 blocks) to the Downtown Corridor to minimize the 
construction of non-revenue track to reach the facility.  Sites adjacent (less than a block) to the route 
are preferred, and receive greater consideration than sites that are not contiguous to the selected 
alignment.     
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4  MAINTENANCE FACILITY SITE OPTIONS 
Sixteen potential VMF sites have been identified for analysis.  During the project kick off meeting, KCMO 
staff provided maps of potential sites that were publicly owned or possible candidates for a VMF.  In addition 
to these sites, HDR has included a handful of other potential sites for consideration. There are six sites in the 
River Market area, two in downtown Kansas City, six in the Crossroads District and two in the Crown 
Center/Union Station area near the southern terminus of the alignment. Many of these sites are adjacent to 
each other and have similar characteristics.  The sixteen sites are grouped into one of the four districts: 

 
1-6: River Market sites 
7-8: Downtown sites 
9-14: Crossroads sites 
15-16: Union Station/Crown Center sites 

 
These sites are shown in Figures 1 though 4. 
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4.1 River Market Sites 

Each of these sites is located south of the Missouri River and north of I-70/I-35 (See Figure 1). Sites 1-5 are 
all located west of the Heart of America Bridge (MO-9), while Site 6 is located east of the Heart of America 
Bridge.  Sites 1-5 are zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, which offers substantial flexibility in terms of land use, 
while site 6 is zoned as M1-5 (manufacturing). Sites 1-4 are owned by KCMO, and site 5 is owned by 
KCATA.  The only private site is site 6, which is owned by Soda Hill LLC. All of the sites are located outside 
of the 100-year flood zone.  
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4.2 Downtown Kansas City Sites 

These sites are all located in the Kansas City, Missouri Central Business District (See Figure 2).  These sites 
are all bounded by I-35/I-70 to the north, and I-670 to the south. Sites 7-8 are zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, 
and DC-15 (Downtown Core).  Both of these designations offer substantial flexibility in terms of land use. 
Sites 7 and 8 are owned by KCMO and/or a partnership with a Kansas City Live LLC.  These sites have 
buildings featuring retail and restaurant uses on the northern half of each parcel, while the southern half of 
each parcel is currently used as surface parking.  All of the sites are located outside of the 100-year flood 
zone. 
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4.3 Crossroads District Sites 

These sites are all located in the Crossroads Arts District (See Figure 3).  These sites are all bounded by I-670 
to the north, and the Kansas City Terminal Railway tracks to the south. Sites 9 and 11 are zoned as UR-
Urban Renewal, which offer substantial flexibility in terms of land use. Sites 10 and 12 are zoned as B4-5, 
Heavy Business/Commercial. Sites 13 and 14 are zoned as M1-5 (Manufacturing). All of these sites are vacant 
or are used for surface parking.  Site 9 and approximately half of site 14 is owned by KCMO, while the 
remaining sites are privately owned. All of the sites are located outside of the 100-year flood zone. 
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4.4 Union Station/Crown Center Sites 

These sites are all located in the Union Station/Crown Center Area (See Figure 4).  These sites are all 
bounded by the Kansas City Terminal Railway tracks to the north and E 27th Terrace to the south. Sites 15 is 
zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, which offer substantial flexibility in terms of land use. Site 16 is zoned as R0.5 
(Residential).  Sites 15-16 are vacant or are used for surface parking. Site 15 is owned by the Union Station 
Assistance Corporation. Site 16 is owned by KCMO.  All of the sites are located outside of the 100-year flood 
zone. 
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5 ANALYSIS OF SITE OPTIONS 
This section describes the evaluation of each VMF option using the criteria presented earlier.   

5.1 River Market Sites 

These sites are located south of the Missouri River and north of I-35/I-70. 
 
Property size 
Sites 1-4 are not large enough by themselves to accommodate a VMF.  These sites could be combined with 
each other to create larger sites.  Since many of these sites are separated from each other by a roadway, 
combining some of these sites may have impacts to how these roads are used. 
 
Sites 5 and 6 meet the minimum size requirements for a streetcar VMF site.  These properties are some of the 
larger candidate sites and may have room for future expansion to accommodate a larger fleet.    
 
Site configuration 
Sites 1-4 are rectangular and narrow, which limits the configurations that can be used, and offer very low 
operational flexibility for moving transit vehicles through the site. 
 
Sites 5 and 6 are rectangular, each encompassing an entire city block.  These sites allow for configurations 
that offer good operational flexibility for moving transit vehicles through the site. 
   
Sites 5 and 6 are located at near a potential terminus of the streetcar corridor.   
 
Land use compatibility 
Sites 1-5 are currently zoned in KCMO’s UR (Urban Renewal) zoning classification. Based on the definition 
of this classification, it is likely that this classification would allow for a VMF to be built.  Site 6 is currently 
zoned in KCMO’s M1-5 (Manufacturing) zoning classification. Depending on the interpretation of the 
functional categorization of a VMF, it is possible that a VMF site could be permissible under current zoning 
with a conditional use.   
 
Property ownership and potential acquisition costs 
Based on GIS mapping developed by the Jackson County, Missouri GIS and Economic Development 
department, sites 1-4 are owned by KCMO and would not have significant acquisition costs.  Site 5 is owned 
by KCATA and would likely not have significant acquisition costs. However, site 5 was purchased using 
federal funds for the Main Street MAX project and would likely require the replacement of any parking stalls 
displaced by a VMF. Site 6 is privately owned by Soda Hill LLC.  Site 6 is currently valued at $171,900. There 
may be an opportunity to acquire the use of property through a joint use agreement with the owner.  The 
proposed site consists of three parcels.  Displacements of buildings are not anticipated since the property is 
surface parking lot that is vacant of structures. 
 
Constructability 
Sites 1-4 are rectangular and narrow, and are adjacent to other buildings.  This places limits on construction 
access and space for materials storage.  Demolition of surface parking lots may be required, however the site 
is vacant of structures. 
 
Sites 5 and 6 appear to have good construction access and some space for materials storage.  Demolition of 
surface parking lots may be required; however, the sites are vacant of structures. 
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Topography and drainage 
Most of these sites have a slight downward slope from west to east   These sites are located outside of the 
flood zone.   
 
Property easements and restrictions on use 
These candidate sites are located outside the H/O Historic Overlay districts.  The sites do not appear to be 
subject to special restrictions. 
 
Joint use potential 
The VMF could be considered as a stand-alone site in each of these locations. Sites 1-4 all have existing land 
uses within each of the City blocks they are located on.  A VMF on these sites would likely require integration 
with the existing land uses.   
 
System connectivity 
Sites 1-5 are all adjacent to or within 700 feet (2 city blocks) of the potential alignment routes (Main, Walnut, 
Grand).  Site 6 is located 1050 feet from Grand, and 1750 feet from Main.   
 
A comparison of the characteristics of the six options for a VMF site is shown in Table 1.  Note: The high 
potential sites are shaded. 
 

Table 1: Summary Comparison of Potential River Market VMF Sites 
 

Parcel Site Config. Land Use 
Zoning 
Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability Topography 

Joint Use 
Potential 

Distance 
from 
alignment 

1 
River 
Market- 
NW Lot 

0.6 acres, 
square 

Empty Lot  UR KCMO  $  507,600  

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-700' 

2 
River 
Market- 
W Lot 

1 acre, 
rectangular 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCMO  $  288,562  

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-700' 

3 
River 
Market- 
SW Lot 

0.9 acres, 
rectangular 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCMO  $ 1,041,350  

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-700' 

4 
River 
Market- 
S Lot 

square, 0.6 
acres, small 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCMO  $  525,600  

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Walnut-170' 

Grand-520' 

5 
River 
Market 
NE 

2 acres,  
city block,  
irregular 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCATA  $  956,400  
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Fairly level 
Medium 
(shape) 

Main-700' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-0' 

6  
3rd/Hol
mes 

1.3 acres,  
city block 

Empty Lot  M1-5 
Soda Hill 
LLC 

 $  171,900  
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

Low 

Main-1750' 

Walnut-1400' 

Grand-1050' 
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5.2 Downtown Kansas City Sites 

These sites are alls bounded by I-35/I-70 to the north, and I-670 to the south.  
 
Property size 
Sites 7 and 8 are not large enough by themselves to accommodate a VMF.  These sites could be used together 
with the building occupying one lot and the storage tracks on the other.  The two sites would be linked by 
track(s) and there could be some operational limitations due to the separation of the sites by a roadway. 
 
Site configuration 
Sites 7 and 8 are rectangular and narrow, which limits the configurations that can be used, and offer very low 
operational flexibility for moving transit vehicles through the site. 
 
Land use compatibility 
Sites 7-8 are zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, and DC-15 (Downtown Core).  Both of these designations offer 
substantial flexibility in terms of land use. Based on the definition of these classifications, it is likely that these 
classifications would allow for a VMF to be built. 
 
Property ownership and potential acquisition costs 
Based on GIS mapping developed by the Jackson County, Missouri GIS and Economic Development 
department, sites 7-8 are owned by KCMO and would not have significant acquisition costs.  Displacements 
of buildings are not anticipated since the parcels are surface parking lots that are vacant of structures. 
 
Constructability 
Sites 7-8 are adjacent to other buildings and have structures occupying portions of each site.  This places 
some limits on construction access and space for materials storage. Some demolition and renovation of 
structures may be required.   
 
Topography and drainage 
Most of these sites have a slight downward slope from west to east.  These sites are located outside of the 
flood zone.   
 
Property easements and restrictions on use 
These candidate sites are located outside the H/O Historic Overlay districts.  The sites do not appear to be 
subject to special restrictions. 
 
Joint use potential 
The VMF could be considered as a stand-alone site in each of these locations. All of the sites have existing 
land uses within each of the City blocks they are located on.  A VMF on these sites would likely require 
integration with the existing land uses.   
 
System connectivity 
Sites 7-8 are all adjacent to or within 700 feet (2 city blocks) of the potential alignment routes (Main, Walnut, 
Grand).   
 
A comparison of the characteristics of the three options for a VMF site is shown in Table 2. Note: The high 
potential sites are shaded. 
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Table 2: Summary Comparison of Potential Downtown VMF Sites 
 

 
Parcel 

Site 
Config. Land Use 

Zoning 
Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability Topography 

Joint 
Use 
Potential 

Distance 
from 
alignment 

7 
KC 
Live 1 

1.46 acres, 
rectangular 

Building/ 
Parking 

UR/DC-
15 

KCMO $3,502,440 

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-
350' 

Main-0' 

Walnut-0' 

Grand-350' 

8 
KC 
Live 2 

1.46 acres, 
rectangular 

Building/ 
Parking 

UR/DC-
15 

KCMO $3,545,852 

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-
700' 

Main-350' 

Walnut-0' 

Grand-0' 

 

5.3 Crossroads District Sites 

These sites are all bounded by I-670 to the north, and the Kansas City Terminal Railway tracks to the south.  
 
Property size 
Site 14 is relatively small, and is below the minimum size requirements.  This site offers little opportunity for 
future expansion. 
 
Sites 9-13 meet the minimum size requirements for a streetcar VMF site.  These properties are some of the 
larger candidate sites and may have room for future expansion to accommodate a larger fleet.    
 
Site configuration 
Sites 9 and 10 are irregularly shaped and allow for some configuration options and operational flexibility for 
moving transit vehicles through the sites. 
 
Sites 11-13 are rectangular, each encompassing an entire city block.  These sites allow for configurations that 
offer good operational flexibility for moving transit vehicles through the site. 
 
Site 14 is a collection of public and privately owned parcels that is intersected by the Main/Walnut viaduct. 
The irregular shape would limit configuration options, and would offer limited operation flexibility for 
moving transit vehicles through the site.   
 
Land use compatibility 
Sites 9 and 11 are zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, which offer substantial flexibility in terms of land use. Sites 
10 and 12 are zoned as B4-5, Heavy Business/Commercial. Sites 13 and 14 are zoned as M1-5 
(Manufacturing). Depending on the interpretation of the functional categorization of a VMF, it is possible 
that a VMF site could be permissible under current zoning with a conditional use.   
 
Property ownership and potential acquisition costs 
Based on GIS mapping developed by the Jackson County, Missouri GIS and Economic Development 
department, site 10 is owned by KCMO and is not anticipated to have significant acquisition costs. Sites 10-
13 are owned by various private companies. Site 14 has several parcels, the largest of which is owned by 
Frontline Development Real Estate Fund I LLC, with the rest being owned by KCMO. There may be an 
opportunity to acquire the use of private property through a joint use agreement with the owner.  
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Constructability 
Sites 9-12 appear to have good construction access and ample space for materials storage.  Demolition of 
surface parking lots may be required, however the sites are vacant of structures. 
 
Sites 13 and 14 are adjacent to other buildings and/or have structures occupying portions of the site.  This 
places some limits on construction access and space for materials storage. Some demolition and renovation of 
structures may be required.   
 
Topography and drainage 
Most of these sites have a slight downward slope from west to east.  These sites are located outside of the 
flood zone.   
 
Property easements and restrictions on use 
These candidate sites are located outside the H/O Historic Overlay districts.  The sites do not appear to be 
subject to special restrictions. 
 
Joint use potential 
The VMF could be considered as a stand-alone site in each of these locations. Some of the sites have existing 
land uses as surface parking.  A VMF on these sites could be integrated with additional land uses 
(building/parking/storage).  
 
System connectivity 
Sites 10 and 14 are all adjacent to or within 350 feet (1 city blocks) of the potential alignment routes 
(Baltimore, Main, Walnut, Grand).  Site 9 is located 1050 feet from Grand, and 350 feet from Main. Sites 11 
and 12 are adjacent to Grand and 1050’ from Baltimore. Site 13 is 1700’ from Baltimore, and 700’ from 
Grand.  
 
A comparison of the characteristics of the six options for a VMF site is shown in Table 3.  Note: The high 
potential sites are shaded. 

 
Table 3: Summary Comparison of Potential Crossroads VMF Sites 

Parcel 
Site 
Config. Land Use 

Zoning 
Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability Topography 

Joint Use 
Potential 

Distance 
from 
alignment 

9 
Convention 
Center 

1.9 
acres, 
irregular 

Parking 
Lot 

UR KCMO $1,526,700 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Steep grade 
change 

Low 

Baltimore-0' 

Main-350' 

Walnut-700' 

Grand-1050' 

10 
Crossroads 
NW Total 

1.42 
acres, 
irregular 

Parking 
Lot 

B4-5 
Various 
Private 

$1,124,900 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

Moderate 

Baltimore-
350' 

Main-0' 

Walnut-0' 

Grand-350' 

11 
Crossroads 
North 

2 acres, 
city 
block 

Parking 
Lot 

UR 
Cypress 
Media 
LLC 

$1,556,750 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-
1050' 

Main-700' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-0' 

12 
Crossroads 
South Total 

2.3 
acres, 
city 
block 

Parking 
Lot 

B4-5 
Fortis, 
Inc 

$1,976,200 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-
1050' 

Main-700' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-0' 
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Parcel 
Site 
Config. Land Use 

Zoning 
Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability Topography 

Joint Use 
Potential 

Distance 
from 
alignment 

13 
19th/ 
Oak/20th 

5.71 
acres, 
city 
block 

Building/ 
Parking 

M1-5 Various $1,440,000 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-
1700' 

Main-1350' 

Walnut-
1050' 

Grand-700' 

14 
Main/ 
Walnut 
Viaduct 

0.86 
acres, 
irregular 

Empty 
Lot/ 
Parking 

M1-5 
KCMO/ 
Frontline 

$664,780 

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & 
storage 

Steep grade 
change 

Low 

Baltimore-
350' 

Main-0' 

Walnut-0' 

Grand-350' 

 

5.4 Union Station/Crown Center Sites 

These sites are all bounded the Kansas City Terminal Railway tracks to the north and E 27th Terrace to the 
South.  
 
Sites 15 is zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, which offer substantial flexibility in terms of land use. Site 16 is 
zoned as R0.5 (Residential).  Sites 15-16 are vacant or are used for surface parking.  Site 15 is owned by the 
Union Station Assistance Corporation. Site 16 is owned by KCMO.   
 
Property size 
All of the sites (15-16) meet the minimum size requirements for a streetcar VMF site.  These properties are 
some of the larger candidate sites and may have room for future expansion to accommodate a larger fleet.    
 
Site configuration 
Site 15 is irregularly shaped and allows for some configuration options and operational flexibility for moving 
transit vehicles through the sites. 
 
Site 16 is rectangular, encompassing an entire city block or more.  This site allow for configurations that offer 
good operational flexibility for moving transit vehicles through the site. 
 
Land use compatibility 
Sites 16 and 18 are zoned as UR-Urban Renewal, which offer substantial flexibility in terms of land use. Site 
17 is zoned as R-0.5 (Residential). Some sources show portions of this site as a part of Hospital Hill Park. All 
of these sites are vacant or are used for surface parking.  Depending on the interpretation of the functional 
categorization of a VMF, it is possible that a VMF site could be permissible under current zoning with a 
conditional use for the UR zoning.  Allowing a VMF on site 17 would likely require rezoning.   
 
Property ownership and potential acquisition costs 
Based on GIS mapping developed by the Jackson County, Missouri GIS and Economic Development 
department, site 16 is owned by KCMO and is not anticipated to have significant acquisition costs. Site 15 is 
owned by Union Station Assistance Corporation.  
 
Constructability 
All sites (15-16) appear to have good construction access and ample space for materials storage.  Demolition 
of surface parking lots may be required on some sites, however the sites are vacant of structures. 
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Topography and drainage 
Most of these sites have a slight downward slope from west to east and south to north.  These sites are 
located outside of the flood zone.   
 
Property easements and restrictions on use 
These candidate sites are located outside the H/O Historic Overlay districts.  The sites do not appear to be 
subject to special restrictions. 
 
Joint use potential 
The VMF could be considered as a stand-alone site in each of these locations. Some of the sites have existing 
land uses within each of the City blocks they are located on.  A VMF on these sites could be integrated with 
additional land uses.   
 
System connectivity 
Sites 15 is adjacent to the potential alignment routes (Main, Grand).  Site 16 is 1550’ from Main and 800’ 
from Grand.  
 
A comparison of the characteristics of the six options for a VMF site is shown in Table 4.  Note: The high 
potential sites are shaded. 
 

Table 4: Summary Comparison of Potential Union Station/Crown Center VMF Sites 

Parcel 
Site 
Config. 

Land 
Use 

Zoning 
Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability Topography 

Joint 
Use 
Potential 

Distance 
from 
alignment 

15 
BCBS 
Parking 

4.8 acres, 
irregular 

Parking 
Lot 

UR 

Union 
Sta. 
Assistance 
Corp. 

$2,669,500 
Good access 
for equipment 
and storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Grand-0' 

16 
Hospital 
Hill Mid 

2.9 acres 
city block 

Empty 
Lot/ 
Park? 

R-0.5 KCMO $1,250,000 
Good access 
for equipment 
and storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 
Main-1500' 

Grand-800' 

 

6 SITE ANALYSIS SUMMARY  

6.1 Determination of High Potential Sites 

6.1.1 Initial Review 

The evaluation of the eighteen sites provides a framework for determining the feasibility of each of these sites 
in general, and offers insight to how these sites compare relative to each other. A review of the evaluation 
results (Tables 1-4) allows for determination of sites that have “High Potential” as a future VMF location.  
These “High Potential” sites generally have several characteristics in common with each other, including: 

 Size of 1.25 acres or greater 

 Surface parking lot or vacant land use (absent of buildings) 

 Ownership by KCMO or other public agency 

 Good constructability 

 Close proximity to Baltimore, Main, Walnut, or Grand route alternatives 
 
In the River Market area, sites 2 and 3, if combined together, and site 5 would have a “High Potential” for a 
future VMF location.  Each of these sites has a suitable shape and size to allow for various configuration 
options and for future expansion. These sites are all owned by KCMO or KCATA, which would minimize 
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property acquisition costs.  Finally, these sites are in close proximity to all of the alignment alternatives, and 
are situated near the northern terminus. 
 
In the Downtown Kansas City area, sites 7 and 8, if used together, would have a “High Potential” for a future 
VMF location.  Each of these sites has a suitable shape and size to allow for various configuration options 
and for future expansion. These sites are owned by KCMO, which would minimize property acquisition 
costs.  These sites are in close proximity to all of the alignment alternatives, and are situated approximately 
halfway between the potential northern and southern ends of the line. 
 
In the Crossroads District, sites 9 and 11 have a “High Potential” as future VMF locations. Each of these 
sites has a suitable shape and size to allow for various configuration options and for future expansion. Site 9 
is owned by KCMO, while site 11 is owned by a private company. These sites are in close proximity to all of 
the alignment alternatives, and are situated approximately halfway between the potential northern and 
southern ends of the line. 
 
In the Union Station/Crown Center area, site 16 has a “High Potential” as a future VMF location. This site 
has a suitable shape and size to allow for various configuration options and for future expansion. Site 16 is 
owned by KCMO, which would minimize property acquisition costs. This site is located near the southern 
terminus and in close proximity to the Grand Blvd. alternative alignment.  It would be more challenging to 
access from Main, Walnut and Baltimore. 

6.1.2 Additional Review and Conclusions 

Most of the sites evaluated would be feasible for a VMF location.  While all of the sites may benefit from 
further review, the “High Potential” sites identified in the previous section (6.1.1) may provide a better 
foundation from which to base future analysis. Subjecting these sites to more stringent and clearly defined 
criterion (including identification of a preferred alignment) will be helpful in determining which sites have the 
greatest potential as a VMF location.  
 
Table 5 below is the combination of the high potential sites and includes the average property value of these 
sites.  For the purpose of establishing a project cost, the average property value of the “high” potential sites 
will be used to develop the opinion of probable costs. 
 

Table 5: Summary of High Potential Sites and Average Cost 
 

Parcel Site Config. Land Use 
Zonin
g Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability 

Topograph
y 

Joint Use 
Potential 

Distance from 
alignment 

2 
River 
Market- 
W Lot 

1 acre, 
rectangular 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCMO  $  288,562  

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-700' 

3 
River 
Market- 
SW Lot 

0.9 acres, 
rectangular 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCMO  $ 1,041,350  

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Main-0' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-700' 

5 
River 
Market 
NE 

2 acres,  
city block,  
irregular 

Parking 
Lot 

 UR KCATA  $  956,400  
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Fairly level 
Medium 
(shape) 

Main-700' 

Walnut-350' 

Grand-0' 

7 
KC Live 
1 

1.46 acres, 
rectangular 

Building/ 
Parking 

UR/D
C-15 

KCMO $3,502,440 

Some access 
restrictions for 
construction 
equipment & storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-350' 
Main-0' 
Walnut-0' 
Grand-350' 

8 
KC Live 

1.46 acres, 
rectangular 

Building/ 
Parking 

UR/D
C-15 

KCMO $3,545,852 
Some access 
restrictions for 

Some grade 
change 

High 
Baltimore-700' 
Main-350' 
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Parcel Site Config. Land Use 
Zonin
g Code Owner 

Property 
Value Constructability 

Topograph
y 

Joint Use 
Potential 

Distance from 
alignment 

2 construction 
equipment & storage 

Walnut-0' 
Grand-0' 

9 
Conventi
on 
Center 

1.9 acres, 
irregular 

Parking 
Lot 

UR KCMO $1,526,700 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Steep grade 
change 

Low 

Baltimore-0' 
Main-350' 
Walnut-700' 
Grand-1050' 

11 
Crossroa
ds North 

2 acres, city 
block 

Parking 
Lot 

UR 
Cypress 
Media 
LLC 

$1,556,750 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High 

Baltimore-
1050' 
Main-700' 
Walnut-350' 
Grand-0' 

16 
Hospital 
Hill Mid 

2.9 acres 
city block 

Empty 
Lot/ Park? 

R-0.5 KCMO $1,250,000 
Good access for 
equipment and 
storage 

Some grade 
change 

High Main-1500' 
Grand-800' 

   Average Cost 
 
$1,708,506  
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JULY 2011 UTILITY  IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY 

 

DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this summary is to identify the locations of utilities along the possible 
alignments for the Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA).  Identifying the location of 
these utilities will assist in determining the location of the proposed transit route.  Figure 1 
shows the study area for the AA.  Figure 2 shows the Tier 1 Alignment Alternatives being 
considered. 

The sources for the data include public data from Kansas City, Missouri (KCMO) and private 
data from the individual utility owners.  A CADD base map has been created to visually present 
utilities that fall within the AA study area.  Once a locally preferred alternative (LPA) is selected, 
field surveys and subsurface utility engineering will be necessary to accurately locate and assess 
the utility impacts. 

Figure 1. Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis Study Area 
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DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 2 

 

 

  

Figure 2. Tier 1 Alignment Alternatives 



JULY 2011 UTILITY  IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY 

 

DOWNTOWN CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 3 

 

Utility Research 

Hg Consult, Inc. contacted all of the utility companies individually in the study area.  A list of 
those companies and their contact information is shown in Table 1.  The utilities in the area 
include water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, gas, electric (overhead and underground), 
steam/chilled water, and communications.   

Table 1.  Utility Contacts 

 

A utility matrix has been developed for each alternative which lists the utilities that are located 
within the streets that make up the alignment alternatives.  The utility information includes size 
of line, type of material, scoring, location, length, and owner.  A matrix for each alternative is 
included in the Appendix.   

In addition, a utility base map has been created in CADD to provide a consolidated map of all of 
the utilities in the study area. This map was created using the information provided by each of 
the utility companies and is shown in Figure 3.  Missouri Gas & Electric and Time Warner Cable 
provided CADD files.  The files from KCMO were provided in a GIS format and converted to a 
CADD file.  The rest of the utilities were manually drawn into CADD based on electronic as-
builts.  AT&T and Verizon/MCI refused to provide documentation of the location of their utility 
lines.  Instead, they provided a ranking of their preferred routes, as shown in the following 
table. 

Table 2.  Route Ranking by AT&T and Verizon/MCI 
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Figure 3.  Utility Base Map 

Note:  Figure 3 is for illustration purposes only, more detailed 100 scale utility composite drawings will be included 
with conceptual plans. 
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Utility Summary 

Based on the information in the matrices, a summary table was created to assist with ranking 
the alternatives.  Each utility was assigned a score based on the size or location of the utility.  
Table 3 shows the scoring system by utility type.  Some of the utility companies did not include 
the size of their utilities in the data provided.  For steam/chilled water utilities, all the street 
sections containing this pipe were scored equally.  Electric scoring was based on the location of 
the utility.  Under communications, Axon was given a higher score because it is a large duct line 
containing numerous communication lines for multiple companies.  Table 4 shows the total 
score by alternative for the study area.  The total scoring does not include the rankings 
provided by AT&T or Verizon/MCI. 

Table 3.  Utility Scoring 

 

Table 4.  Total Utility Scoring by Alternative 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note:  Total score is based on the summation of all the individual utility scores located within the streets of a particular alignment 
alternative. 
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Conclusions 

The data contained in this summary can be used to identify utility impacts and potential 
relocation costs associated with each alternative.  The impact of utilities and their potential 
need for modification or relocation is just one of the many factors used in the selection of the 
LPA.   

Based on the utility scoring, Alternatives 5 thru 7 have the highest utility impacts.  Having the 
transit line operate on two streets will have higher impacts and potential increased costs 
associated with impacted utilities.  Alternative 1 that runs along Grand Avenue, will have the 
least amount of utility impacts.  At the other end of the spectrum, Alternative 3 that follows 
Walnut Street, will have the highest number of utilities requiring potential modification or 
relocation. 

Once the LPA is selected, additional investigations will be needed to determine the exact 
location of the utilities.  Coordination with each impacted utility company will be necessary to 
make final determinations of any necessary modifications or relocations and to include these in 
the overall project schedule.  Any new utility construction should take into consideration the 
LPA in order to prevent any additional impacts. 
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Alternative 1 – Grand Avenue 



 

 

  

Alternative 2 – Main Street 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 3 – Walnut Street 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 4 – Baltimore Avenue 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 5 – Grand Avenue & Walnut Street 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 5 – Grand Avenue & Walnut Street cont. 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 6 – Walnut street & Main Street 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 6 – Walnut street & Main Street cont. 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 7 –  Main Street & Baltimore Avenue 



 

 

 

  

Alternative 7 –  Main Street & Baltimore Avenue cont. 



 

 

 

  

North End Alternatives 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
This document provides describes the methodology that will be used to develop capital cost estimates for 
the Downtown Corridor streetcar and bus alternatives  that advance  into Tier 2. These estimates will be 
comparative costs  that support Tier 2 screening of alternatives.   The estimates will be complete project 
cost estimates including all major components of the project such as civil construction, utilities, structures, 
stations,  traction power and communications systems, vehicles,  fare collection equipment,  right‐of‐way, 
professional services, and contingencies.   All estimates will be based on  the assumption  that any of  the 
Downtown Corridor alternatives being considered will be designed to similar standards as outlined in the 
Basis of Design report. 

1.1 Project Background 

The purpose of  the Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis  (AA)  is  to evaluate alternatives  for a  transit 
circulator system connecting Crown Center and Union Station with the Crossroad Arts District, downtown 
Kansas City, and the River Market area.   The study area, which represents the region’s most travelled and 
densely  populated,  is  a  two‐mile  long  corridor  bounded  by  River Market  at  the  north  end,  and  Crown 
Center/Union Station at the south end. The study area is also approximately one‐half mile wide, with Main 
Street/Walnut Street situated closest to the center. The opinion of probable costs that will be developed for 
the Tier 2 alternatives  will be used to compare the alignments and develop an overall project budget.  The 
estimates will be preliminary in nature and include many assumptions outlined in the Basis of Design report 
and/or this methodology report.  As further detail and engineering occur and assumptions are confirmed, the 
estimates should be updated and may vary from those developed in support of the AA.   

1.2 Potential Alignments 

Several  different  alignments  are  being  considered  in  the  Tier  1  screening,  including  alignments  that 
primarily  utilize  portions  of  Baltimore  Avenue,  Main  Street,  Walnut  Street,  Grand  Boulevard  and 
potentially  side  streets  to  transition  from  one  north/south  line  to  another.    Because many  of  the 
alignment  alternatives  overlap  and may  have  common  elements,  they will  be  broken  into  segments 
connected by nodes.  A For the purposes of this document, a node is defined as a point at which two or 
more alignment options "branch". A segment  is defined as a stretch of an alignment that connects the 
nodes.    The  node‐and‐segment  approach  will  be  used  in  order  to  avoid  redundant  calculations  of 
overlapping  portions  of  the  alignment  alternatives  and  provide  flexibility  in  creating  additional 
alternatives by  simply  adding up  the  costs  for  each  segment.    Figure 1  is  an  example  cost  summary 
figure  that was created  for another project.   HDR will produce a similar  figure  for  the alignments and 
alignment options that advance to Tier 2 of the Alternatives Analysis. 
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Figure 1 – Example of a Summary Cost Figure by Segment 
 

  

1.3 Summary of Costs 

An  opinion  of  probable  cost  will  be  developed  for  each  alignment  that  is  carried  past  the  Tier  1 
screening.  The costs for each alignment will be developed in current year dollars and then escalated to 
an  assumed  year  of  expenditure  of  2015.   Once  the  costs  are  developed,  a  summary memo will  be 
prepared  including a summary  table and  the detailed estimates with  the breakdown by FTA Standard 
Cost Category (SCC) categories and individual cost components.   

2 COST ESTIMATE METHODOLOGY 
The following section outlines the specific approach that will be used to develop the opinion of probable 
cost estimates  for  the Downtown Corridor,  including a detailed description of  the cost categories and 
items that will be used to build the estimates. 
 
In addition to  items related to vehicles, engineering, and construction; the costs  include provisions for 
public  agency  allowances,  including  administration,  project management,  construction management, 
community relations and  involvement,  insurance/legal, start up and testing, and training. Because the 
level of AA design  is very conceptual, many of  the  items  in  the cost estimates will be  represented as 
allowances.  These allowances are based on HDR’s experience developing and implementing projects in 
other cities as well as historical data and the engineer’s professional judgment. 
  
The estimates will be developed following the Federal Transit Administration’s Standard Cost Categories 
in order  to be easily  tracked  and  audited,  and  for  reporting purposes.   A detailed description of  the 
process to be used is described in the following sections. 

2.1 Estimate Development 

Estimates of project capital costs will be developed in four general steps under this methodology.   
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1. The  route and other project components will be broken  into segments with common end 

points (nodes). 
2. Project  cost  components,  consistent  with  the  level  of  design,  will  be  identified  and 

quantified for each segment. 
3. Unit costs will be developed for each of the cost components based on industry standards, 

HDR’s past project experience and other project‐specific  factors.   These  cost  components 
will be assembled  in a spreadsheet, selective unit costs will be applied, and the quantities 
will be summed into the major cost categories. 

4. Additional  factors  such  as  contingencies,  engineering  &  administration,  and  year‐of‐
expenditure escalation will be applied  to  the summed cost subtotals  to complete  the cost 
estimates. 

2.2 Format 

The estimate will be prepared using Microsoft Excel  spreadsheets. The  spreadsheet will be organized 
into three levels. The first level will list the main SCC items and the second level will contain the SCC sub‐
categories. Finally, a third  level will expand the sub‐categories  into units of work to provide a  level of 
detail more appropriate for unit pricing. As necessary, the estimate can roll these  levels up  into a cost 
summary using the SCC format for reporting purposes.  

2.3 Unit Costs 

Unit  costs  will  be  developed  from  selected  historical  data,  including  final  engineering  estimates, 
completed projects, standard estimating manuals, and standard estimating practices.  A mix of historical 
data  from  both  local  roadway/bus  and  national  streetcar  projects  will  be  used  in  developing  the 
appropriate unit costs and allowances to be applied to the cost estimate.   In many cases, due to the lack 
of  detailed  engineering  at  this  stage  in  the  process,  allowances  will  be  established  based  on  the 
engineer’s and firm’s experience.  This allowance will serve as a “place‐holder” until further analysis and 
design can provide for more accurate and quantifiable units of work. 

2.4 Escalation Factor 

In order  to establish accurate project budgets, an escalation  factor must be used.   The purpose of an 
escalation factor is to account for anticipated inflation and increase in the cost of construction, materials 
and labor over time.  The escalation factor is used to take the current year estimate and project it to a 
future base year or year of expenditure (YoE). For the purpose of this study, the YoE is the year in which 
the  midpoint  of  construction  is  anticipated.    HDR  Engineering  will  assume  2015  as  the  year  of 
expenditure for all estimates. 
 
The factor by which the current year estimate will be escalated to the YoE is assumed to be 3.5%.  This 
value was not established using any scientific method or publications and should be reviewed by MARC, 
KCMO and KCATA  for concurrence.    It  is a  reasonable estimate of  the possible  inflation  that could be 
expected given the constant fluctuation in the economy and cost of material, fuel and labor.  The actual 
inflation or escalation realized over the next several years could be more or less than the assumed value.   

2.5 Cost Categories 
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Cost categories consistent with the FTA Standard Cost Categories (SCC) and sub‐categories will be used 
to summarize the unit prices into a comprehensive total estimate for each segment or alternative.  The 
major cost categories are listed and described in greater detail below:  
 
SCC 10: Guideway and Track Elements 

SCC 20: Stations, Stops, Terminals, Intermodal             

SCC 30: Support Facilities: Yards, Shops, Admin Buildings  

SCC 40: Sitework & Special Conditions             

SCC 50: Systems         

SCC 60: ROW, Land, Existing Improvements   

SCC 70: Vehicles 

SCC 80: Professional Services  

SCC 90: Unallocated Contingency 

SCC 100: Finance Charges 

 
Capital costs for the first seven categories (SCC 10‐70) will be calculated by using known unit costs and 
measured quantities for each component. System‐wide costs and allowances will be calculated based on 
route length and not from measured quantities.  A per track (or route) ‐foot unit cost will be developed 
from historical data  to apply  to  the alignment  length. The  final  three  categories  (SCC 80‐100) will be 
calculated as a percentage of construction costs (excluding vehicle procurement).  

2.5.1 Quantifiable Cost Components (SCC 10-70) 

The assumptions  included  in each cost components quantified  in SCC categories 10‐70 are detailed  in 
Table  1  for  the  streetcar  alternatives  and  Table  2  for  the  bus  alternatives.    All  cost  items  include 
material, labor and delivery costs for procuring and installing the item. This table is preliminary and will 
be updated, as necessary, when the estimates are developed. 

 
Table 1 – SCC items 10‐70 Key Assumptions: Streetcar Alternatives 

Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

10.04.01 
Alignment Over Existing 
Bridge 

TF 

This item is for any alignment which crosses an existing 
structure.    It  assumes  the  existing  structure  only  
requires minor  improvements.    The  item  assumes  all 
costs  for  track,  deck  improvements  and  an  overlay 
(~20ft width) 

10.10.01 
Furnish Rail ‐ Assume 
112TRAM Block Rail 

TF 
This  item  is  for  the  rail procurement.    It  assumes 112 
TRAM  block  rail  (a  domestic  replacement  for  girder 
rail). 
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Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

10.10.02 
Embedded Track ‐ 
Construct Track Slab 

TF 

This  item  is for the actual construction and  installation 
of the embedded track.  It includes excavation and base 
rock.  All materials and labor are included except for rail 
counted in item 10.12.01. 

10.12.01 
Embedded Turnout ‐ 
Furnish and Install 

EA 
This item is for any anticipated turnouts to connect the 
proposed  alignments  to  the  existing  track  or  at 
terminus locations for switching track. 

10.12.02 
Embedded Crossing ‐ 
Furnish and Install 

EA 
This  item  is  for any  crossings  that may be  required  to 
connect the proposed and future track. 

20.01.01 
Streetcar Stop – 
Side/center split 

EA 
This  item  is  for  a  narrow  (8ft)  streetcar  stop  with  a 
simple shelter and next streetcar display.  It includes all 
excavation, construction and furnishing for the stop. 

20.01.02 
Streetcar Stop – Center 
Shared 

EA 
This  item  is for a center stop which will have the same 
amenities  as  the  side  stop  but wider  and  longer  and 
could have an additional shelter. 

30.02.01 
Maintenance Facility 
Building 

EA 
This  item  is  an  allowance  for  the maintenance  facility 
building  and  will  include  all  equipment,  office  space, 
etc. required to run a streetcar maintenance program 

30.05.01 
Maintenance Facility 
Track/Trackwork 
Allowance 

EA 

This  item  is an allowance  to cover yard track and non‐
revenue  track  to  access  the  facility.  It  includes  any 
turnouts  or  special  trackwork  that  may  be  required. 
This allowance is based of the facility being designed for 
5 streetcar vehicles and being no more than 200 ft from 
the alignment. 

30.05.02 
Maintenance Facility 
Systems allowance (OCS 
and substation) 

EA 
This  item  is an allowance to cover the cost of having a 
maintenance  substation  as well  as  any OCS  and  stray 
current protection in the yard. 

30.05.03 
Maintenance Facility Site 
Allowance 

Acre 
This  item  is an allowance for the civil elements such as 
pavement, sidewalks, drainage, landscaping, etc. 
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Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

40.02.01 
Utility Relocation ‐ High 
Allowance (Dense Urban) 

TF 

This  item  is an allowance  for areas where a significant 
number  of  utility  relocations  are  expected  due  to  the 
density of existing utilities and/or type of corridor.   An 
average of 2 or more conflicts is expected. 

40.02.02 
Utility Relocation ‐ 
Medium Allowance 
(Moderate Density) 

TF 
This  item  is an allowance  for areas where a moderate 
number  of  utility  relocations.    Impacts  may  be 
intermittent with an average of 1 conflict expected. 

40.02.03 
Utility Relocation ‐ Low 
Allowance (Minimal 
Relocation Expected) 

TF 
This  item  is  an  allowance  for  areas  where  minimal 
utility  conflicts.    It  assumes  that  there  is  less  than  1 
conflict and it is intermittent. 

40.06.01 
Pedestrian Improvement 
Allowance (Per 
Intersection) 

EA 

This  item  is  an  allowance  for upgrades  to  the existing 
sidewalk  and  pedestrian  infrastructure.    It  includes 
items  such  as  upgrading  ADA  ramps  to  be  compliant 
with  current  regulations.    This  allowance  is  based  on 
the  assumption  that  3/4  of  all  existing  ramps  at  an 
intersection  are  non‐compliant  and  need  to  be 
reconstructed. This results  in  the assumption  that 75% 
of the ramps for the project will have to be replaced. 

40.07.01 
Roadway Improvement 
Allowance 

TF 

This  allowance  is  intended  to  cover  any  additional 
pavement  reconstruction  and/or  overlay  that may  be 
required outside of  the  track slab.    It will be based off 
experiences and averages from other streetcar projects. 

40.07.02  Track Drainage Allowance  TF 
This  is  an  allowance  for  installing  track  drainage  and 
minor adjustments in the existing storm water system. 

40.07.03 
Street Lighting Allowance 
(Adjustments, Relocations, 
New) 

TF 
This is an allowance to account for minor conflicts with 
the  existing  street  lights.    Conflicts  include  direct 
conflicts or as a result of eliminating access. 

40.08.01 
Temporary Maintenance 
of Traffic 

LS 
This  item  is  to account  for  the  traffic  control  required 
during construction.    It  is taken as a percentage of the 
direct construction costs. 

40.08.02 
Contractor Indirect (Staff, 
Office, etc.) 

LS 
This  item  is  to  account  for  the  contractor  indirects 
during  construction  including  staff,  field  offices, 
vehicles, etc. 

40.08.03 
Art in Transit (1% of 
Construction) 

LS 
This  item  is  common  to  many  projects  with  federal 
funding. It is common but not necessarily required. 
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Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

50.01.01 
Grand Blvd. Partial Street 
closure allowance 
(track/signals) 

EA 

This  item  is an allowance  to account  for 2 cross overs 
and special wayside controls and controller equipment 
that will be required for any single track operation that 
may  be  required.    This  would  include  track  and 
trackwork,  twc  loops,  train  signals,  powered  switch 
controls, etc. 

50.02.01 
Modify Existing Traffic 
Signal 

EA 

This  is an allowance  for modifying any existing  signals 
along  the  alignment.    Because  of  the  OCS  wire, 
modifications  such  as  shortening  the  mast  arm  are 
common for streetcar projects. 

50.02.02 
New Traffic Signal 
Allowance  

EA 

This is an allowance for a new signal.  Detailed analysis 
is  not  part  of  the  scope  of  this  study,  however,  for 
locations where  a  new  signal  is  anticipated,  this  item 
will be used. 

50.02.03  Signal Priority Allowance  TF 

This  is  an  allowance  to  upgrade  any  of  the  existing 
signal equipment along the alignment to allow for signal 
priority.  It is assumed that much of the equipment is in 
place today and only minor upgrades will be required. 

50.02.04 
New Pedestrian Traffic 
Signal Allowance 

EA 

This  is  an  allowance  for  a  new  pedestrian  signal.  
Detailed analysis  is not part of the scope of this study, 
however,  for  locations  where  it  may  make  sense  to 
have a pedestrian signal, this item will be used. 

50.03.01 
Traction Power Substation 
(Assume 1/Track Mile or 1 
per 0.5 Rt. Mile) 

EA 
This  item  is  to  account  for  the  cost  to  procure  and 
install a traction power substation including any feeder 
lines to connect between the substation and alignment. 

50.04.01 
Overhead Trolley Wire 
Allowance (Poles, wires, 
appurtenances) 

TF 
This  item  is  an  allowance  for  the  procurement  and 
installation of an OCS system assuming a trolley wire.  It 
includes all costs such as poles, wires, supports, etc.  

50.05.01 
Communications 
Allowance? 

LS 
It is assumed that no major communications system will 
be  installed.    However,  a  modest  allowance  will  be 
provided to purchase radio equipment, etc. 

50.06.01 
Fare Collection (On Station 
or in Vehicle?) 

N/A 
 It  is  assumed  that  fare  collection  will  occur  on  the 
vehicle, not the station. 
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Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

60.01.01  Right of Way Acquisition  SF 

This  is  item  is  to  account  for  any  potential  ROW 
acquisition  that  is  anticipated.   Additional ROW  is not 
typically  required  for  streetcar  projects,  however,  if 
there  is an  instance where  it may be needed,  the cost 
will be captured in this item. 

70.01.01 
Modern Streetcar Vehicle 
(Assumes wired system) 

EA 

This  item  is  for  one  additional  vehicle.    It  is  assumed 
that approximately 1 new vehicle will be  required per 
track  mile.    In  order  to  distribute  the  cost  of  the 
vehicles  equally  among  the  alignment  alternatives, 
vehicles will be prorated at a rate of 1veh/mile. 

70.07.01 
Spare Parts for New 
Vehicles (Per Vehicle) 

EA 
This  is  an  allowance  for  spare  parts  for  each  new 
vehicle. 

 
Table 2 – SCC items 10‐70 Key Assumptions: Bus Alternatives 

Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

20.01.01  Bus Stop – Single Direction  EA 

This item is for a standard single direction BRT bus stop 
with a simple shelter and next bus display similar to the 
existing  MAX  stops.    It  includes  all  excavation, 
construction and furnishing for the stop. 

20.01.02  Bus Stop ‐ Shared  EA 
This  item  is  the same as  the single direction but wider 
and longer and possibly with an additional shelter. 

20.01.03  Concrete Bus Pad  EA 

This  item  is an allowance  for a 12’  x 60’  concrete bus 
pad and  is assumed at each stop. It  includes any minor 
roadwork in order to remove existing pavement as well 
as any reconstruction of existing pavement adjacent to 
the bus pad. 

30.02.01 
Maintenance Facility 
Building/site expansion 

EA 
This item is an allowance for any expansion or additions 
to  the  existing  bus maintenance  facility/site  that may 
be needed to serve the additional bus fleet. 
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Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

40.06.01 
Pedestrian Improvement 
Allowance (Per 
Intersection) 

EA 

This  item  is  an  allowance  for upgrades  to  the existing 
sidewalk  and  pedestrian  infrastructure.    It  includes 
items  such  as  upgrading  ADA  ramps  to  be  compliant 
with  current  regulations.    This  allowance  is  based  on 
the  assumption  that  3/4  of  all  existing  ramps  at  an 
intersection  are  non‐compliant  and  need  to  be 
reconstructed. 

40.06.02  Streetscape allowance  EA 
This  item  is  an  allowance  for  minor  streetscape 
improvements in and around the stop locations.   

40.07.01 
Roadway Improvement 
Allowance 

RF 

This  allowance  is  intended  to  cover  improvements  to 
the  existing  roadway  such  as  any  potential  overlays, 
pavement  replacement  that  may  be  required, 
modifications  to  the existing curb  lines or additions of 
traffic medians etc.  It is allowance to provide a budget 
for  these  types of  improvements and based on  similar 
types of projects. 

40.07.02  Drainage Allowance  RF 
This  is  an  allowance  for  minor  adjustments  in  the 
existing  storm  water  system  due  to  any  changes  in 
drainage patterns for the bus stops, etc. 

40.08.01 
Temporary Maintenance 
of Traffic 

LS 
This  item  is  to account  for  the  traffic  control  required 
during construction.    It  is taken as a percentage of the 
direct construction costs. 

40.08.02 
Contractor Indirect (Staff, 
Office, etc.) 

LS 
This  item  is  to  account  for  the  contractor  indirects 
during  construction  including  staff,  field  offices, 
vehicles, etc. 

40.08.03 
Art in Transit (1% of 
Construction) 

LS 
This  item  is  common  to  all  projects  with  federal 
funding. 

50.02.01 
Modify Existing Traffic 
Signal for Transit Signal 
and Queue Jump 

EA 
This  is  an  allowance  to  upgrade  any  of  the  existing 
signal  equipment  and  add  a  transit  signal  head  to  an 
existing signal where a queue jump is added. 

50.02.02 
New Pedestrian Traffic 
Signal Allowance 

EA 

This  is  an  allowance  for  a  new  pedestrian  signal.  
Detailed analysis  is not part of the scope of this study, 
however,  for  locations  where  it  may  make  sense  to 
have a pedestrian signal, this item will be used. 
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Item #  Item Description  Unit  Item Assumptions 

50.02.03  Signal Priority Allowance  TF 

This  is  an  allowance  to  upgrade  any  of  the  existing 
signal equipment along the alignment to allow for signal 
priority.  It is assumed that much of the equipment is in 
place today and only minor upgrades will be required. 

50.02.04  New Traffic Signal  EA 

This is an allowance for a new signal.  Detailed analysis 
is  not  part  of  the  scope  of  this  study,  however,  for 
locations where  a  new  signal  is  anticipated,  this  item 
will be used. 

50.06.01  Fare Collection   EA   This is an allowance to install a TVM at each stop.   

60.01.01  Right of Way Acquisition  SF 

This  is  item  is  to  account  for  any  potential  ROW 
acquisition  that  is  anticipated.   Additional ROW  is not 
typically  required  for arterial BRT projects; however,  if 
there  is an  instance where  it may be needed,  the cost 
will be captured in this item. 

70.04.01  Modern BRT Vehicle   EA 

This  item  is  for  one  additional  vehicle.    It  is  assumed 
that approximately 1 new vehicle will be  required per 
alignment mile.    In order  to distribute  the  cost of  the 
vehicles  equally  among  the  alignment  alternatives, 
vehicles will be prorated at a rate of 1veh/mile. 

70.07.01 
Spare Parts for New 
Vehicles (Per Vehicle) 

EA 
This  is  an  allowance  for  spare  parts  for  each  new 
vehicle. 

 

2.5.2 Allocated Contingencies (SCC 10-70) 

Contingency  is typically  included  in an estimate to address uncertainties based on the current  level of 
engineering design.   The  contingency allowance addresses  the potential  for quantity  fluctuations and 
cost variability when items of work are not readily apparent or unknown at the current level of design.  
Contingency  is assigned  in two major categories, allocated and unallocated. Unallocated contingencies 
are covered by SCC 90.  Allocated contingencies are line‐item contingencies applied to each item in SCC 
10 through SCC 70. 
 
Based on the extremely limited level of design development of the AA, an allocated contingency of 15‐
30 percent will be used and applied to the items in cost categories 10‐70.  The percentage selected will 
be based on professional experience and  judgment  related  to  the potential variability of costs within 
each of these cost categories.   

2.5.3 Professional Services (SCC 80) 

This category includes the costs for engineering, administration and construction management services. 
Costs  for  these  services  will  be  based  on  a  percentage  of  the  total  cost  of  all  direct  capital  cost 
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categories  except  vehicles  and  right‐of‐way.  The  percentages  will  be  applied  individually  and  not 
cumulatively. The following percentages will be used for this estimate: 
 

Professional Services Percentages For Estimates 

Description Percentage 

80.01 - Preliminary Engineering 2.5 
80.02 - Final Design 7 
80.03 - Project Management for Design and Construction 5 
80.04 - Construction Administration and Management 6 
80.05 - Insurance 3 
80.06 - Legal; Permits; Review Fees 2 
80.07 - Survey, Testing, Investigation, Inspection 2 
80.08 - Start-up Costs 2 

Total 29.5% 

2.5.4 Unallocated Contingency (SCC 90) 

Both allocated and unallocated  contingency are  typically used  to estimate early opinions of probable 
costs. Unallocated contingencies are intended to cover the unknowns not yet identified, quantifiable or 
known  at  a  given  stage  of  project  development.  Typically  the  unallocated  contingency  at  the  early 
conceptual engineering stage would be 25% of project costs.  

2.5.5 Finance Charges (SCC 100) 

This  category  includes  finance  charges  expected  to  be  incurred  to  complete  the  project.  Costs  are 
derived from the New Start’s financial plan.  At this stage, Finance Charges are not assumed or included 
in the estimate. 

3 CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS 
The opinion of probable costs that will be developed as part of the Alternatives Analysis are conceptual 
in nature and based on limited engineering data.  HDR will complete a high‐level engineering screening 
and will document system assumptions (Basis of Design Report) and this cost methodology to support 
the estimates that will be produced.   
 
The  main  purpose  of  these  estimates  are  for  comparative  purposes  and  to  establish  an  order  of 
magnitude budget as the project moves forward  into a more detailed design phase.   As more detailed 
design  and  analysis  occur  during  ACE  (advanced  conceptual  engineering)  and  PE  (preliminary 
engineering),  the  estimates  produced  should  be  reviewed  and  refined.    The  actual  project  costs 
estimated  as part of  the AA with  limited engineering  and  investigation may be higher or  lower  than 
actual  costs  and  is  to  only  serve  as  establishing  an  order  of  magnitude  budget  and  to  compare 
alternatives.   
 
MARC, KCMO and KCATA have all reviewed draft versions of this document.  All comments and issues 
have been resolved and this methodology is considered final and will serve as the basis of the opinion 
of probable cost estimates along with the final basis of design report. 
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HDR Engineering, Inc.    

 

 

ONE COMPANY  I  Many Solutions SM 

Technical Memorandum 
 
Date September 16, 2011   
 
Re:  KCMO Downtown Circulator AA – Opinion of Probable Costs Summary 
 
To: Partnership Team  
 
The project team has developed the final project costs for the streetcar and bus alternatives on 
Main Street and Grand Boulevard.  These estimates should be considered order of magnitude and 
used for comparative purposes only and/or establishing a conceptual baseline project budget.  
The estimates are based on a conceptual level of engineering and technical evaluation of the 
potential alignments.  This memo is intended to provide a brief overview of the estimating 
methodology, breakdown of the project costs and summary of the initial opinion of probable 
costs for the projects. Key design assumptions and conceptual alignment drawings have been 
developed and provide more detailed information. 
 
Estimate Development Methodology 
The project cost estimates were primarily developed using historic streetcar project costs on 
similar type projects and adjusted, as necessary to be relative to the bidding market in Kansas 
City versus the source project (primarily Portland, the most recent streetcar project constructed).  
The estimates include quantifiable items with unit costs as well as allowances for anticipated 
items that do not have sufficient detail to quantify at this time.  For more information on the cost 
methodology and approach, please refer to the Final Cost Methodology Report. 
 
Cost Categories and Breakdown 
The estimates include all projects costs including construction, right of way, vehicles, 
professional services (soft costs), allocated and unallocated contingencies and inflation.  
Combined, these project costs make up the total project cost as viewed by FTA and are 
established using the FTA Standard Cost Categories (SCC) workbook.  The Standard Cost 
Categories are separated into 10 major categories 10, 20, 30… through 100.  The following is a 
brief summary of the cost components (SCC sections) and description of what is included. 
 
Construction (SCC 10-50) – The construction cost of the project, which includes SCC sections 
10 through 50, includes all capital improvement costs for the streetcar project.  This includes all 
track, civil, stations, maintenance and administration buildings, systems and contractor indirects.  
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This section includes line item contingencies (allocated) typically ranging from 20-30% to 
account for uncertainty in quantity and/or price for that particular item. 
 
Right of Way (SCC 60) – This cost component includes the anticipated right of way costs for 
the project.  For a streetcar, the right of way costs are typically limited to the maintenance 
facility, substations, and an occasional encroachment for a streetcar stop or making 90-degree 
turns.  At this stage of project development, the right of way costs assumed are an allowance.  
The allowance is primarily based off the maintenance facility siting report’s average appraised 
value of potential sites with some additional allowance included for substations and minor 
encroachments. 
 
Vehicles (SCC 70) – This cost component includes the costs for procuring modern streetcar 
vehicles and spare parts.  The cost is based off recent pricing and the most recent streetcar 
vehicle procurement in Atlanta with a vehicle cost of about $4.3 million per vehicle.  This 
assumes a federally funded project where vehicles must meet Buy America requirements.  Small 
orders such as the 4 anticipated to be needed for this project, drive up the per unit cost over 
larger orders typical of larger light rail systems.  
 
Professional Services (SCC 80) – This category includes all professional, technical and 
management services related to the design and construction of fixed infrastructure (SCC 10 - 50) 
during the preliminary engineering, final design, and construction phases of the project.  This 
includes environmental work, design, engineering and architectural services; specialty services 
such as safety or security analyses; value engineering, risk assessment, cost estimating, 
scheduling, Before and After studies, ridership modeling and analyses, auditing, legal services, 
administration and management, etc. by agency staff or outside consultants.  As a percentage of 
construction costs (SCC 10-50) professional services typically fall anywhere from 20-40% with 
the national average (based on a recent TRB study of 59 completed projects) of 30%.  The 
assumed soft costs for the streetcar estimates are 29.5% of construction costs (SCC 10-50). 
 
Unallocated Contingency (SCC 90) – This category is a contingency (overall percentage) 
applied to the entire project and intended to serve as a project reserve for unanticipated costs 
incurred during project design and/or construction.  This contingency is in addition to the line 
item (allocated) contingency that is applied individually to each line item in categories 10-80. 
 
Inflation – Inflation is a key component to account for when developing the costs and 
establishing a project budget.  The estimates were developed in “today’s” dollars (3rd Q. 2011) 
and escalated to the year of expenditure based on mid-year of construction/design.  An escalation 
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factor of 3.5% was used and mid-year of construction was assumed to be 2014.  The detailed 
estimates attached to this document included a column for both “today’s” dollars as well as the 
estimate in the year of expenditure (YoE). 
 
Opinion of Probable Cost Summary 
Based on the approach and breakdown described above, HDR developed an opinion of probable 
costs for both the Main Street and Grand Boulevard Streetcar and Bus alternatives.  The total 
project cost in year of expenditure is estimated at $101 million for the Main Street Streetcar 
alternative with a 4.1 track mile alignment.  The Grand Boulevard alternative is estimated at 
$102 million for a 3.7 track mile alignment.  Bus alternatives for Main Street and Grand 
Boulevard alignments are $20 million and $18 million respectively.  A summary of the project 
costs by major categories described previously is shown in Tables 1 and 2.  Detailed estimate for 
both Main and Grand Alternatives are also attached.  For detailed assumptions, methodology, 
etc, the reader is encouraged to refer to the final versions of the Basis of Design, Cost 
Methodology, Utility memo and Maintenance Facility reports available on the project SharePoint 
site.   
 
Table 1 – Summary of the Main Street and Grand Boulevard Streetcar Alternative Costs. 

 
   Main Street  Grand Boulevard 

Cost Category  Cost  % of Total  Cost  % of Total 

Construction (SCC 10‐50)  $53.5 M 53.0% $54.4 M  53.2%

Right of Way (SCC 60)  $2.7 M 2.7% $2.7 M  2.7%

Vehicles (SCC 70)  $19.0 M 18.8% $19.0 M  18.6%

Professional Services (SCC 80)  $16.6 M 16.5% $16.9 M  16.5%

Unallocated Contingency (SCC 90)  $9.2 M 9.1% $9.3 M  9.1%

Total Project Cost  $101.0 M    $102.3 M    

Total Length (Track Miles)  4.1    3.7    

Cost per Track Mile  $24.6 M    $27.6 M    
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Table 2 – Summary of the Main Street and Grand Boulevard Bus Alternative Costs. 
 

   Main Street  Grand Boulevard 

Cost Category  Cost  % of Total  Cost  % of Total 

Construction (SCC 10‐50)  $11.7 M 57.4% $9.8 M  55.5%

Right of Way (SCC 60)  $0 M 0% $0 M  0%

Vehicles (SCC 70)  $3.2 M 15.8% $3.2 M  18.2%

Professional Services (SCC 80)  $3.6 M 17.8% $3.0 M  17.2%

Unallocated Contingency (SCC 90)  $1.8 M 9.1% $1.6 M  9.1%

Total Project Cost  $20.4 M    $17.7 M    

Total Length (Trip Miles)  4.8    4.4    

Cost per Track Mile  $4.3 M    $4.0 M    

 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
 
    
Luke Olson, PE  
Engineering Task Lead 
    
 
Attachments: Please find the detailed Cost estimates attached 
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Technical Memorandum 

Results of Tier 1 Screening

Draft:  August 15, 2011 
 

Executive Summary  
The evaluation process developed to select the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Kansas City
Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis (Downtown Corridor AA) consists of a two step process. The
first step involves an initial Tier 1 screening intended to narrow a long list of potential alignments into a
short list of alternatives, followed by a Tier 2 process in which the short listed alternatives will be
evaluated in more detail. This memo reports on the Tier 1 screening process.

The study team identified seven Tier 1 alignments that could potentially meet the goals and objectives
of the Downtown Corridor Study. These alignments are intended to be “mode neutral” and could
reasonably accommodate a variety of transportation modes, including streetcar or enhanced bus
service. The Tier 1 alternatives were screened according to 13 criteria that are directly tied to the project
goals articulated in the Purpose and Needs statement (see Table 1). These criteria include both
qualitative and quantitative measures that were examined at varying levels of detail. The screening
process focused on how well the alternative alignment fulfilled the screening criteria objective and
assigned each alternative a rating of “Best”, “Good”, and “Fair”. The ratings are relative to the other
alternatives and should not be interpreted as an absolute score.

The differences between the alternatives are those that offer more potential and better choices in terms
of improving transportation linkages, supporting existing activity centers and strengthening
development potential. The preliminary results of the Tier I screening process show that Grand
Boulevard and Main Street received the highest number of “Best” ratings (see Table 2).

Grand Boulevard received best ratings for access to Downtown Kansas City’s employment
districts as well as other major activity centers. The alignment also offers potential to reduce the
amount of surface parking downtown due to its proximity to several surface parking lots. Grand
Boulevard also has the least impacts on existing utilities.

Main Street received best ratings due to its location close to most of Kansas City’s major activity
centers and visitor facilities. Main Street offers the best potential to improve downtown
circulation and to be integrated with existing transit services. In addition, the alternative ranked
well in terms of being able to realize development and redevelopment potential. The alignment
also received strong support from stakeholders and members of the public.
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Overview 
The evaluation process that has been developed to select the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the 
Kansas City Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis (Downtown Corridor AA) consists of a two‐step 
process: 
 

• An initial Tier 1 screening process that focuses on narrowing a long list of potential alignments 
into a short‐list of alternatives.   

• A Tier 2 evaluation in which short‐listed alternatives will be evaluated in more detail. 
 
This memo presents the results of Tier 1 screening process. The following text describes the screening 
process and results. Summary and backup documentation is included as Tables C1 – S3 and Figures C1.1 
– S2.2. 

 

Tier 1 Alternatives 
The study team identified seven alignments that could potentially meet the goals and objectives of the 
Downtown Corridor study. The alignments are intended to be “mode neutral” and could reasonably 
accommodate a variety of transportation modes, including streetcar or enhanced bus service.  The Tier 1 
alternatives consist of two basic types:  (1) “bi‐directional” alignments in which service would operate in 
both directions along the same street and (2) “couplet” alignments in which service would operate 
northbound along one street and southbound along a parallel street. The Tier 1 alternatives consist of 
seven alignments:  four bi‐directional alignments and three couplets (see also Figures 1 and 2).   

 
Bi-directional Alternatives 

1. Grand Boulevard 
2. Main Street 
3. Walnut Street 
4. Baltimore Street 

Couplet Alternatives 
5. Grand Boulevard/Walnut Street 
6. Main Street/Walnut Street 
7. Main Street/Baltimore Street 

 
For each alternative, there are multiple options for how the service would serve the northern (River 
Market) and the southern (Union Station and Crown Center) ends of the Downtown Corridor. Because 
each of the Tier 1 alignments could be configured in multiple ways, the Tier 1 screening process did not 
consider service to the alignment ends as part of the screening process.     

 

Tier 1 Screening Process 
The Tier 1 alternatives were screened according to 13 criteria that are directly tied to the project goals 
articulated in the Purpose and Needs statement (see Table 1). These criteria include both qualitative and 
quantitative measures that were examined at varying levels of detail.   

 
For each criterion, the study team considered how well the alternative alignment fulfilled the screening 
criteria objective and assigned each alternative a rating of “Best”, “Good”, and “Fair”. The ratings reflect 
relative, rather than absolute scores. The screening process involved combining qualitative and 



 

Regional Alternative Analysis: 
Downtown Corridor – Tier1 Evaluation 
Page ‐ 3 ‐ 

quantitative data as well as comparing and contrasting the alternatives against each other. As a result, 
an alternative’s rating can only be interpreted relative to the other alternatives. Additionally, because 
the alternatives are located close to each other, the differences between alternatives was subtle. 
Consequently, in some cases, more than one alternative received a “Best” rating and in other cases, 
none of the alternatives received a “Best” rating. Likewise, when there were no discernable differences 
between alternatives each alternative received the same rating.   
 
As discussed in previous technical memos, the approach used in the Tier I screening process involved 
measuring each alignment against each criteria individually. We have not summarized the conclusions 
into a single quantitative score to avoid assigning values to qualitative measures and prioritize the 
ranking of one criterion against another.  Instead, the screening process shows the relative score of each 
alternative performed against the 13 criteria. Taking into consideration all of findings of the screening 
process, the highest performing alternatives were determined to be those received the most “Best” 
ratings. 
 

Table 1:  Tier 1 Screening Criteria 
Project Goal  Screening Criteria 

Connect  C1:  Improve circulation within the Downtown Corridor; Improve transportation 
options 

C2:  Improve connections between existing downtown activity centers 

C3: Improve pedestrian and bicycle environment 

Develop  D1: Support development and redevelopment; provide catalyst for new development 
and redevelopment 

D2: Increase number of downtown residents 

D3: Support development of new activity centers 

Thrive  T1: Support existing residential and employment centers 

T2: Support visitor and special event activities 

T3: Reflect public and stakeholder input 

Sustain  S1A: Develop cost‐effective transit solutions; improve effectiveness and efficiency of 
existing transit services 

S1B: Provide reliable transit services 

S2: Reduce the amount of surface space devoted to parking 

S3: Impact on utilities and their potential need for modification or relocation 
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Figure 1:  Bi‐direction Alternatives 
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Figure 2:  Couplet Alternatives 
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Key Assumptions  
The evaluation process involved a number of assumptions. Among the most critical of these is 
determining the influence (or capture) area associated with each alignment. In general, the public 
transportation industry considers transit with walking distance of a destination if it is within ¼ mile of 
the route or service. As a result, a ¼ mile buffer was used to determine if an activity center is accessible 
to (or is served by) transit. This buffer was used as to determine access for criterion associated with 
population and employment (i.e. when people are walking to/from the alignments).  For development 
impacts, however, the study team also based the influence area on the ¼ mile buffer but used a slightly 
broader interpretation of the rule (see below). 
 
Walking Distances 
For the bidirectional alternatives, setting a ¼ mile walking buffer is straight‐forward. The study team 
drew a ¼ mile around the alignment and considered this area to be within walking distance of the 
alignment.  For the couplet alternatives, however, only the area within a ¼ mile within both legs of the 
couplet was considered within the walking distance of the alignment. This assumption means that 
walking distance to and from the couplets is smaller as compared with the bidirectional alternatives. The 
reasoning behind this assumption is that both legs of the couplet must be within ¼ mile of the activity 
center to be considered within walking distance. 
 
Development Impacts 
For development impacts, as discussed, the study team also used the ¼ mile buffer but defined it slightly 
more broadly.  Couplets operate on two parallel streets; instead of requiring both legs of the alignment 
to be within a ¼ buffer, we allowed the influence area to be ¼ of mile of each leg. As a result, the 
influence area is larger.  This reflects assumptions that development potential is not absolutely tied to 
walking distance and being close to the alignment, even if it operates only in one direction, is sufficient 
to encourage development. 
 
Note that no buffer was used at the northern end of the alignments, i.e. the area around City Market 
because the routing for any potential service has not yet been determined. On the southern end, the 
buffer is based on the end point of the alignment without any assumption made about a spur along 
Pershing Road. 
 

Preliminary Findings:  Tier 1 Screening  
The alternatives have different strengths and weaknesses and each option offers potential as a viable 
Downtown Corridor. The differences between the alternatives are those that offer more potential and 
better choices in terms of improving transportation linkages, supporting existing activity centers and 
strengthening development potential. The preliminary results of the Tier I screening process show that 
Grand Boulevard and Main Street received the highest number of “Best” ratings (see Table 2).   
 
The strengths and weaknesses of each of the alternative alignments are summarized below, starting 
with Main Street and Grand Boulevard: 
 

• Grand Boulevard (Alternative 1) ‐ Grand Boulevard was one of the two alternatives that 
received a greater number of “Best” ratings. Two of the “Best” ratings are associated with 
providing connections to downtown activity centers and access to employment and residential 
areas. While several of the alternatives offered access to many of Downtown Kansas City’s 
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primary activity centers (Sprint Center, Power and Light District, Crown Center, Union Station, 
Convention Center), Grand Boulevard is the only alternative that is accessible to/from the 
Government District. The Government District is a major employment center, thus the Grand 
Boulevard alternative is accessible to/from the largest number of jobs.  

 
Grand also has fewer and less significant utility impacts, so it scored high in this criterion as well. 
Finally, there are several surface parking lots along Grand Boulevard, thus the alternative rated 
well in terms of offering potential to reduce the amount of surface parking.   

 
As compared to the other alternatives, Grand Boulevard is less effective in supporting visitor 
and special event activities, due to its distance from the Convention Center and Kauffman 
Center for the Performing Arts Center. Ratings associated with transit service reliability were 
also low due to the high number of street closures and potential service conflicts associated 
with events at the Sprint Center. 

 
• Main Street (Alternative 2) ‐ Main Street received five Best ratings. The Best ratings are 

associated with several factors, including Main Street’s strategic location in the center of 
Downtown Kansas City, making it accessible to visitor and special event activities as well as most 
of Downtown Kansas City’s major activity centers. Main Street also rated well in terms of 
improving circulation in downtown, because it is located adjacent to the 10th and Main Transit 
Plaza, currently Kansas City’s largest and most comfortable transfer locations.  In addition, Main 
Street also offers potential in terms of development and redevelopment impacts; the alignment 
is a higher value corridor, thus new development also has potential to achieve high values.   

 
Finally, Main Street is the alternative most preferred by members of the public and 
stakeholders. Public comment largely echoes other findings associated with Main Street being in 
the heart of Downtown Kansas City and equidistant from most major activities.   
 
The only criterion that Main Street did not perform well on is the ability to reduce the amount 
of surface parking in Downtown.  This rating reflects the fact that there are fewer surface 
parking lots along the corridor. 
 

• Walnut Street (Alternative 3) – Walnut Street generally performed well in the Tier 1 screening 
criteria process, but lacked a compelling reason to keep the corridor under consideration. The 
strengths of the corridor are that it is well positioned in Downtown Kansas City in terms of 
access to existing employment, activity centers, and visitor attractions.  

 
Walnut Street, however, is not a primary commercial corridor and consequently, tends to serve 
“back door” rather than primary access to some of Downtown’s major buildings and attractions. 
In addition, because Walnut Street is not a primary commercial corridor, putting new transit 
services on Walnut Street would more likely dilute rather than strengthen the existing transit 
network.  It also has less compelling potential development impacts with fewer vacant parcels 
and fewer larger sized parcels. 

 

• Baltimore Avenue (Alternative 4) – Baltimore Avenue, like Walnut Street, performed well in 
the Tier 1 screening criteria process overall, but without exceptional performance in any of the 
criteria. Baltimore Avenue’s strengths include a fairly strategic location in Kansas City with 
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access to many of Downtown’s activity centers, and visitor attractions. The corridor also offers a 
relatively better location to/from existing residential development and, consequently the best 
potential to encourage future residential development.  

 
Some of the challenges associated with a Baltimore Avenue alignment are the distance and 
grade associated with travel to/from the Government District, Downtown’s highest 
concentration of employment. Also, like Walnut Street, Baltimore Avenue is not a primary 
commercial corridor and tends to provide “back door” access to several of Downtown’s main 
commercial centers. This also means that new transit services would more likely dilute rather 
than strengthen the existing transit network.   
 

• Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street (Alternative 5) – The Grand Avenue/Walnut Street 
couplet alternative produced mixed results in the Tier 1 screening. Both streets are well 
positioned, such that the couplet provides access to Downtown employment and population, 
although less than the bidirectional option on Grand Boulevard. The Grand/Walnut couplet also 
ranked high in terms of potential to support development and reduce the amount of surface 
parking downtown.  The high ranking largely reflects the couplet design which encompasses a 
larger area that could be positively influenced for development through improved 
transportation infrastructure. 

 
Most of the challenges associated with the Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street alternative 
reflect challenges inherent to a couplet design. Operating service on two streets is a less 
intuitive service design (i.e. boarding on street and alighting on another). The impact of the 
service design would affect not only future corridor service, but also existing and future bus 
service. As a result, transit benefits are relatively more diluted as compared with the other 
alternatives. Couplets also have increased impacts on the utility system because they require 
construction and operations on two streets rather than one.  
 

• Main Street and Walnut Street (Alternative 6) – The Main and Walnut Street alternative 
performed well in terms of access to/from Downtown’s major activity centers as well as several 
of the visitor and special event activities.  Like the other couplets, the Main/Walnut alignment 
also offers stronger potential to support development and redevelopment because it influences 
a larger area. The couplet also has few issues with service reliability associated with street 
closures. 

 
Consistent with other couplet designs, the Main/Walnut couplet creates a less intuitive service 
design.  However, the Main/Walnut couplet serves the 10th and Main Transit Plaza and thus 
would partially help strengthen the existing Downtown transit resources, although to a lesser 
extent than the bidirectional alignment on Main Street. Lastly, couplets have increased impacts 
on the utility system because they require construction and operations on two streets rather 
than one.   
 

• Main Street and Baltimore Avenue (Alternative 7) – The Main Street and Baltimore Avenue 
couplet received a best rating for its ability to support development and redevelopment. This 
best rating reflects a larger influence area that includes a fairly large number of vacant parcels 
along the couplet corridors. The location of the couplet along Main Street and Baltimore Avenue 
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also means that the alignment is within walking distance of a large number of activity centers 
and visitor attractions. 
 
Some of the challenges associated with the Main/Baltimore couplet are associated with the less 
intuitive service design and the relative impact on the Downtown transit network. As a result, as 
compared with other alternatives, especially the bidirectional ones, the Main/Baltimore couplet 
is less supportive of efficient and effective transportation options in Downtown.  Also, as 
mentioned, couplet alignments had more utility impacts as compared with bidirectional options 
due to operations on two streets. 

 
Other findings from the Tier 1 Screening process include: 
 

• Overall, bi‐directional alignments scored higher than the couplets. A critical exception to this 
rule is the ability of the alternative to support development and redevelopment.  Because 
couplets operate on two streets, the alignments will influence a larger area in Downtown Kansas 
City and thus have a greater potential to support development.  Only the Main Street alternative 
rated as strongly in terms of development and redevelopment potential. 

 

• The couplets scored less well as compared to the bi‐directional alternatives in several other 
screening criteria, namely: 

 
o With service on two separate streets, couplets have less intuitive service design because 

riders would board and alight from the service in different locations. This service design 
also creates relatively confusing interfaces with bus services, especially with east‐west 
connections operating on one‐way streets. Consequently, the couplets are less effective 
at improving transportation options.    

o Walking distance to/from the couplet alternatives is smaller than some of the 
bidirectional options and thus these alignments were less accessible to/from Downtown 
Kansas City activity areas. 

o Because the couplets alternatives affect two streets, they have increased impacts on 
utility systems. 

o Finally, results from initial stakeholder meetings and a single public workshop suggest 
that the couplet alternatives are less attractive to stakeholders and members of the 
public.   

 

• There is little difference between the alignments in terms of increasing the number of residents 
in Downtown Kansas City, thus none received a Best rating. This finding reflects the fact that 
Downtown Kansas City is currently heavily oriented toward employment, with jobs 
outnumbering employment 10 to 1. Downtown Corridor service could help support residential 
development; this criterion will be evaluated more closely in the Tier 2 evaluation. 

 

• Initial screening of the alternatives included looking at the ability of the service to improve 
transit service to transit dependent populations (i.e., low income or zero vehicle household, 
individuals with a disability, individuals aged 65 or more or minority individuals). The analysis 
found that because the number of people living in the downtown corridor is small, the number 
of transit dependent individuals is likewise small. There is no difference between the 
alternatives, thus this screening criteria was not carried forward.  
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Results of the Tier 1 screening process are summarized  in Table 2 and details on the  individual criteria 
and each alignment are included as Tables C1 – S3 and Figures C1.1 – S2.2. 
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Table 2. Tier 1 screening summary matrix 

Alternative 

C1. 
Downtown 
Circulation 

C2. 
Activity 
Center 

Connections 

C3. 
Bicycle & 

Pedestrian 
Connections 

D1. 
Development 

& Re-
development 

D2. 
Downtown 
Residents 

D3. 
New Catalyst 

Projects 

T1. 
Residential & 
Employment 

Support 

T2. Visitor & 
Special 
Events 

T3. 
Public & 

Stakeholder 
Input 

S1A. 
Transit 

Efficiency & 
Effectiveness 

S1B. 
Reliable 
Service 

S2. 
Surface 
Parking 

Reduction 

S3. 
Utility 

Impacts Best  Fair Good

 
             4 5 4 1 

Grand 
Best Fair Fair Best Fair Fair Best BestGood Good Good Good Good

 
             5 8 1 2 

Main 
Best Best Best Best Best FairGood Good Good Good Good Good Good

 
             0 8 5 3 

Walnut 
Fair Fair Fair Fair FairGood Good Good Good Good Good Good Good

 
             0 11 2 4 

Baltimore 
Fair FairGood Good Good Good Good Good Good Good Good Good Good

 
             2 4 7 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 

Fair Fair Good Best Good Good Good Fair Fair Fair Fair Best Fair

 
             1 5 7 

6 
Main 

Walnut 

Fair Fair Best Fair Fair Fair Fair FairGood Good Good Good Good

 
             1 6 6 

Conclusions: Alternative 2 (Main Street) is the highest rated alignment after considering all objectives. It received an equal number of "Best" ratings as Alternative 1 (Grand Boulevard) and a higher number of "Good" 
ratings. This is mainly a result of Main Street's connections with downtown activity centers, special event venues, and transportation options, as well as its potential for development/redevelopment. Alternative 1 (Grand 
Boulevard) is second due to a few more "Fair" ratings. Grand Boulevard has good connections to employment centers and other activity centers, and has the best pedestrian and bicycle environment, but it doesn't support 
visitor and special event activies as well as other alternatives. The reliability of transit service along Grand Boulevard also rates lower than other options. In general, the bidirectional alignments rate higher than the couplet 
ones, primariliy due to the smaller service area that reduces the number of transit and activity center connections. Service would also be less intuitive with the couplet alignments, and interactions with the local bus 
service would have to be carefully considered.  

Notes: Walking distance analyses for the couplet alignments considers the area that can be reached by both the northbound and southbound trips, while development impact analyses for the couplets considers the area 
that can be reached by either the northbound or southbound trips. 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 

Fair Fair Fair Best Good Good Good Good Fair Fair Good Good Fair

Regional Alternative Analysis: 
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  Table C1. Improve circulation within the Downtown Corridor; improve transportation options 

Alternative 

Serves 
10th & Main 

Transit Center Other Considerations Fulfills Objective 

 

No (2 blocks 
away) 

It may be desirable to move many existing bus routes from Grand Boulevard to Main Street to focus streetcar service on one major north-south arterial and 
bus service on the other (Main Street). This would provide very strong transit service on both primary Downtown Corridor arterials. The Grand Boulevard 
alignment would not directly connect with the 10th & Main Transit Center, which would be a more convenient and comfortable transfer location than 
locations along Grand Boulevard (since passengers could wait on-board KCATA buses that layover at 10th & Main). 

 

 
Yes 

1 
Grand Good

It would likely be desirable to move Main Street MAX from Main Street to Grand Boulevard in order to provide premium transit service on both major north-
south arterials. This would provide very strong transit service on both primary Downtown Corridor arterials. Also, this alignment would directly serve the 
10th & Main Transit Center, which is currently the most attractive and comfortable transfer location in downtown.  

 

No (1 block 
away) 

2 
Main Best

Existing bus routes would likely stay focused on Main Street and Grand Boulevard, so this alignment creates three parallel north-south streets with strong 
transit service. This could dilute transit benefits.   

 

Yes 

3 
Walnut Fair

Existing bus routes would likely stay focused on Main Street and Grand Boulevard, so this alignment creates three parallel north-south streets with strong 
transit service. This could dilute transit benefits. However, this alignment would directly serve the 10th & Main Transit Center, which is currently the most 
attractive and comfortable transfer location in downtown.  

 

No (1 - 2 blocks 
away) 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

This alignment would produce a less intuitive overall transit service design with two-way bus service on Grand Boulevard but only one-way 
streetcar/enhanced bus service. Local bus connections would be on the same street in one direction but on another street in the opposite direction.  

 

Yes (only in one 
direction) 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Fair

This alignment would produce a less intuitive overall transit service design with two-way bus service on Main Street but only one-way streetcar/enhanced 
bus service.   

 

Yes (both 
directions) 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Fair

This alignment would produce a less intuitive overall transit service design with two-way bus service on Main Street but only one-way streetcar/enhanced 
bus service. However, this alignment would directly serve the 10th & Main Transit Center, which is the most attractive and comfortable transfer location in 
downtown.  

Conclusions: Bidirectional alignments would produce a more intuitive service design, especially in terms of interaction with local bus service. Couplet alignments could result in somewhat confusing interfaces with local bus 
service. Alignments that use Main Street and/or Baltimore Avenue would serve the 10th & Main Transit Center, which is currently a key downtown bus location. Overall, Alternative 2 (Main Street) would provde the best 
connections, followed by Alternatives 1 (Grand Boulevard) and 4 (Baltimore Avene), but effective connections could be provided with all alignments.  

Notes: KCATA would likely reconfigure service in the Financial and Government Districts to make it simpler and more straightforward. This could be accomplished equally well with all alignments. This downtown service 
reconfiguration would allow all alignments to provide "last mile connectivity" equally well. Bus services could also be easily reconfigured in the Crown Center/Union Station area to provide effective connections to all 
alignments. Finally, all alignments would connect equally well with regional rail and transit services from Johnson County. 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Fair
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Table C2: Improve connections between existing downtown activity centers 

Alternative 

Major Activity 
Centers Within 1/4 
Mile of Alignment Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

12 
Close to the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, City Hall, Union Station, Crown Center, and many activity centers in the Government District. Does not directly serve the 
Convention Center or the Kaufmann Center for the Performing Arts. It would be farthest from activity centers to the west such as the Convention Center, but perceived distances 
could be shortened through the development of attractive pedestrian corridors.  

 
11 

1 
Grand Best

Close to the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, Union Station, Crown Center, the Convention Center, and the Kaufmann Center for the Performing Arts. Does not directly serve 
the Government District. Main Street provides a large amount of physical space in which to implement Downtown Corridor service and streetscape improvements. Main Street 
also “splits the distance” between most major activity centers, and coupled with attractive pedestrian connections, could provide the best connections.  

 
12 

2 
Main Best

Includes much of the same area covered by the Grand Boulevard alignment, minus some of the Government District (e.g. the Bolling Federal Building, County Courthouse, and 
State Office Building). Directly serves the Convention Center and Kaufmann Center for the Performing Arts. Since Walnut Street is a secondary street, it would provide service more 
to the “back doors” of Grand Boulevard and Main Street activities, rather than direct front door service on one of these primary corridors. Also, KCATA services will remain focused 
on Grand Boulevard and/or Main Street, potentially creating less convenient interfaces with other transit services. 

 

 

11 

3 
Walnut Good

Similar connections to activity centers as Main Street. Does not directly serve the Government District or some large office centers south of the Sprint Center. As with Walnut Street, 
service along Baltimore Avenue could be perceived as service to the “back door” of Grand Boulevard rather than high quality service through a primary corridor. Again similar to 
Walnut Street, KCATA services will remain focused on Grand Boulevard and/or Main Street, potentially creating less convenient interfaces with other transit services. Baltimore 
Avenue is also the farthest from the Government District, and walks between the two through the Main Street “valley” is perceived as difficult by some. 

 

 

10 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

Lowest number of activity centers served because the Government District is not directly served along with some areas west of Walnut Street. Would combine the pros and cons of 
the Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street bidirectional alignments. Also, with service split between two streets, connections with other services and boarding locations for reverse 
trips would be less intuitive.  

 

11 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Fair

Similar activity center connections as Main Street. Would combine the pros and cons of the Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street bidirectional alignments. As with other couplet 
alignments, with service split between two streets, connections with other services and boarding locations for reverse trips would be less intuitive.  

 

11 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Fair

Similar activity center connections as Main Street. Would combine the pros and cons of the Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street bidirectional alignments. As with other couplet 
alignments, with service split between two streets, connections with other services and boarding locations for reverse trips would be less intuitive.  

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Fair

Conclusions: Alternatives 1 (Grand Boulevard) and 2 (Main Street) would provide the best opportunities for the development of high quality Downtown Corridor service with the most convenient connections to activity centers and other transit 
services.The alignments generally serve the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, Crown Center, and Union Station, but there is often a tradeoff between service to the Government District and the Convention Center/Kaufmann Center for the 
Performing Arts. Walnut Street bridges both areas somewhat but does not reach the entire Government District and the Convention area is on the western edge of its service area. 

Notes: "Directly served" areas are those that are within a 1/4 mile buffer of each alignment. The analysis for the couplet alignments, however, only considers the area that can be reached by both the northbound and southbound trips. When 
overlaying service area buffers from the bidirectional alignments to discover the couplet service area, only the area of intersection is fully served by the couplets.  
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Table C3: Provide good bicycle and pedestrian connections. 

Alternative Primary Road Configuration Pedestrian Environment Bicycle Environment Fulfills Objective 

 

2 traffic lanes in each direction (3 during peak 
periods) 

Vehicle parking on both sides of street (off peak 
periods) 

Sidewalks 

Offers good pedestrian environment with wide streets and front 
door access to major activity centers. Traffic volumes are 
generally low, but speeds can be high.. 

Only street currently designated as a Bike Route by Bike KC (from 12th 
Street north through the River Market, and also south of Pershing). 
Parking may need to be modified to accommodate bikes. Bikes may 
also be accommodated on adjacent streets. 

 

 

2 traffic lanes in each direction  
Limited on-street parking  

Dedicated bus lanes along some segments 
 Sidewalks 

Major route for pedestrians with many activity centers and 
commercial activity. Generally good environment for pedestrians.  

1 
Grand Good

Limited on-street parking improves environment for bicyclists but bus 
only lanes (peak period) may create potential conflicts during peak 
periods and for some directions only. Bikes may also be accommodated 
on adjacent streets. 

 

 

Combination of one-way and two-way travel 
4 travel lanes 

On-street parking and dedicated bus lanes in 
segments  

 Sidewalks 

Major route for pedestrians that traverses middle of the Power & 
Light entertainment district. The street has lower traffic volumes 
than Main Street and Grand Boulevard, which makes it a good 
street for pedestrians.  

2 
Main Good

Has lower traffic volumes than other major street, but on street parking 
and bus only lanes creates potential conflicts for bicyclists. On-street 
parking may need to be modified to accommodate bikes. One-way 
northbound segment (north of 12th St) may also deter cyclists. Bikes 
may also be accommodated on adjacent streets. 

 

 

One-way north of 12th Street; two-way south of 
12th 

On-street parking including angled parking south 
of 14th Street  
 Sidewalks 

Pedestrian environment varies along corridor, with some 
segments more attractive than others, but has lowest traffic 
volume of four corridor alternatives.  

3 
Walnut Good

Bicycle environment varies considerably due to one-way traffic patterns 
and angled parking. Improving bicycle environment would require 
changing angled parking, which is especially difficult for bicyclists. Bikes 
may also be accommodated on adjacent streets. 

 

 

See Grand and Walnut Both Grand and Walnut have good pedestrian environments.  

4 
Baltimore 

Fair

Grand is an attractive corridor for bicyclists. With some changes, Walnut 
offers adequate bicycle environment.   

 

See Main and Walnut  Main and Walnut have good pedestrian environments.  

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Good

Both Main and Walnut offer adequate bicycle environment with some 
challenges associated with on-street parking and one-way traffic 
patterns.  

 

See Main and Baltimore  Both Main and Baltimore have good pedestrian environments.  

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Good

Main offers offer adequate bicycle environment with some challenges. 
Baltimore would require changes to angled parking to accommodate 
bicyclists.  

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Fair

Conclusion: All alignments offer good and comparable pedestrian environments.Alternative 1 (Grand Boulevard) offers the best environment for bicycle travel and would require the least amount of improvements to make the corridor 
more attractive. Alternative 2 (Main Street) and Alternative 3 (Walnut Street) offer some challenges associated with one-way traffic, peak period bus lanes, and on-street parking, but have a good environment.Alternative 4 (Baltimore 
Avenue) has additional challenges due to angled parking south of 14th Street.All couplets involve travel on one or more of the less desirable corridors (i.e. Main Street, Walnut Street, or Baltimore Avenue).  

Source: Review of corridors from pedestrian and cyclists perspective. 
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Table D1: Support development and redevelopment; provide catalyst for new development and redevelopment 

  
Within ¼ Mile of Alignment   

 

Alternative 
Vacant Parcels 
(Million Sq. Ft.) 

Relative Value of 
Developed 

Parcels 
Relative Value of 

Vacant Parcels 

Relative Value of 
Potential 

Redevelopment Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

2.74 0.99 1.01 0.92 
Service area excludes a cluster of vacant parcels between Wyandotte and Central Streets, 
which have large potential for development (the prime reason for this alternative having 
the lowest potential). Includes a cluster between Oak and Locust Streets.   

 
2.96 1.02 1.00 1.01 

1 
Grand Fair

Higher potential for redevelopment, largely due to the high value of developed parcels in 
this corridor.  

 
2.93 1.00 1.00 0.97 

2 
Main Best

Service area does not include a cluster of vacant parcels between Oak and Locust Streets, 
along with Central Street and Broadway Boulevard. The latter cluster of vacant parcels have 
high potential for redevelopment, leading to this alternative’s smaller overall potential.   

 

3.02 1.02 1.04 1.01 

3 
Walnut Good

Highest inventory of vacant parcels available for redevelopment among the bidirectional 
alternatives, though the value of developed parcels on the western side of the corridor is 
smaller.  

 

3.20 0.97 0.94 1.03 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

Couplet design involves more parcels for development due to the larger influence area. 
Largest inventory of vacant parcels among all alternatives, which results in a high potential 
for redevelopment.  

 

3.12 0.99 0.98 1.03 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Best

Couplet design involves more parcels for development due to the larger influence area.  

 

3.10 1.01 1.03 1.03 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Best

Couplet design involves more parcels for development due to the larger influence area. 
Lowest inventory of vacant parcels among the couplet alternatives, but high value of 
developed parcels in this service area results in a higher potential for redevelopment.  

Conclusions: Couplet alternatives have a larger influence area and therefore generally have a greater potential to spur redevelopment. Main Street also has a high potential largel due to the high value of the developed 
parcels in the corridor.  Due to the geographic distribution and clustering of vacant parcels, the alternatives that serve more western areas generally have more vacant parcels available for development. However, a 
significant factor in determining an alternative's potential for redevelopment is the increase in value associated with development, so areas with the greatest difference in value between developed and vacant parcels will 
have high potential for redevelopment.  

Notes/Source: This assumes vacant parcels that are redeveloped would increase in value to approximate the average developed parcel in the corridor. In reality, redeveloped parcels oftenappreciate even higher due to the 
added value of streetcar service (typically 15% or higher), though this additional appreciation is not included, which results in a conservative estimate of the redevelopment potential. “Vacant” parcels are those considered 
vacant (without a structure) in Jackson County’s assessment GIS database and often includes parcels that would be considered underdeveloped, such as surface parking. Data is from Jackson County Assessor GIS database. 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Best
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Table D2: Increase number of downtown residents 

 
 

Within ¼ Mile of Alignment 
 

    

Alternative 
Vacant Parcels 
(Million Sq. Ft.) Population Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

2.73 4,380 

In general, the western side of the corridor is slightly more oriented toward residential uses than the east. Expansion of existing areas with a residential 
presence would be more likely than the development of entirely new residential areas.However, there are clusters of residential development between 
Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street in the Financial District, just south of the Power & Light District, and between 20th Street and 22nd Street.A Grand 
Boulevard alignment could spur additional residential development in those areas. 

 

 
2.70 4,970 

1 
Grand Good

Could serve most existing residential development, as well as new development in those areas, although less directly than Grand Boulevard or Walnut Street 
alignments.  

 
2.76 4,663 

2 
Main Good

A Walnut Street alignment would serve many of the same residential clusters as the Grand Boulevard.However, since Grand Boulevard and Main Street are 
primarily commercial streets, and would remain so even with Downtown Corridor service on Walnut Street, a Walnut Street alignment could potentially 
become more residentially oriented than either Grand Boulevard or Main Street.  

 

2.81 4,893 

Would provide the best service to Quality Hill (although much of the area would be beyond ¼ mile) and could make housing in this area more attractive and 
attract new residential development. 

3 
Walnut Good

In a similar manner as Walnut Street, a Baltimore Avenue alignment could potentially become more residentially oriented than either Grand Boulevard or 
Main Street. 

 

 

2.50 4,380 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

Impacts would likely be a cross between those for Alignments 1 and 3.  

 

2.53 4,647 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Good

Impacts would likely be a cross between those for Alignments 2 and 3.  

 

2.68 4,893 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Good

Impacts would likely be a cross between those for Alignments 2 and 4.  

Conclusions: Alternatives 2 (Main Street) and 4 (Baltimore Avenue) would likely be slightly more supportive of new residential growth, although the differences between all alignments would be small. 

Notes/Sources: At the present time, the Downtown Corridor is heavily oriented toward employment, and jobs outnumber residents approximately 10 to 1.The largest cluster of residential development is in Quality Hill, much of which is more than 
¼ mile from all alignments.Other clusters are all small.The map shows the block bounded by 10th & 11th Streets and Locust & Cherry Strees as vacant. However, this has since been developed into the JE Dunn Construction World Headquarters. The 
analysis for the couplet alignments only considers the area that can be reached by both the northbound and southbound trips.  When overlaying service area buffers from the bidirectional alignments to discover the couplet service area, only the 
area of intersection is fully served by the couplets. Data from Jackson County Assessor GIS database and the 2007 KCMO travel demand model (adapted from MARC). 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Good
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Table D3: Support larger “catalyst” development projects 

 
 

Within ¼ Mile of Alignment 
 

    

Alternative 
Acres of Vacant 

Parcels 
Acres of Large 

Parcels (>1 acre) 
Number of Large 
Parcels (>1 acre) Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

61.5 18.6 24 
Does not serve a cluster of large-sized parcels along Wyandotte Street from 6th 
Street to 11th Street; the only alignment to serve a cluster between 10th and 11th 
Streets west of Locust Street (East Village).  

 
67.2 19.5 24 

1 
Grand Fair

Serves large parcels between 9th and 10th Streets west of Central Street and parcels 
along Wyandotte Street north of 11th Street.  

 
66.3 18.4 20 

2 
Main Good

Same as Alternative 2 but does not include large parcels between 9th and 10th 
Streets west of Central Street.  

 

68.8 21.1 27 

3 
Walnut Fair

Serves a cluster of large-sized parcels between 8th and 6th Streets from Central 
Street to Baltimore Avenue; the only alternative to serve a cluster of parcels along 
Broadway Street just south of 12th Street.  

 

72.5 20.1 27 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

Couplet design expands the influence on vacant parcels. Largest inventory of vacant 
parcels.  

 

70.7 19.5 24 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Good

Couplet design expands the influence on vacant parcels. Does not serve a cluster of 
vacant parcels between 10th and 11th Streets west of Locust Street (East Village).  

 

70.4 21.1 27 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Good

Couplet design expands the influence on vacant parcels. Largest inventory of large 
parcels with the potential to become catalyst development projects.   

Conclusions: The couplet alternatives have an expanded service area and therefore have the potential to influence more vacant parcels. All alternatives have a relatively similar potential to support development 
of new activity centers because each alternative serves a common set of large parcels between Wyandotte and Oak Streets. Depending on the alternative, one cluster of large parcels to the east (East Village) may 
be served and three clusters of large parcels to the west may be served. These four parcel clusters result in the minor differences between alternatives. 

Notes/Source: The analysis for the couplet alignments considers the area that can be reached by either the northbound or the southbound legs.   Land use GIS data from Jackson County. 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Good
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  Table T1: Support existing residential and employment centers 

 
 

Within ¼ Mile of Alignment 
 

    
Alternative Population Employees Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

4,380 51,551 
Highest number of employees because it is close to the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, City Hall, 
Union Station, Crown Center, and many activity centers in the Government District. However, lowest 
population because there are very few residential areas along Grand Boulevard.  

 
4,970 47,919 

1 
Grand Best

Close to the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, Union Station, most of Crown Center, the Convention 
Center, and the Kaufmann Center for the Performing Arts. The service area does not include the 
Government District, which mostly accounts for the lower employment numbers. Highest population 
due to the more residential character of the corridors west of Grand Boulevard. 

 

 
4,663 49,905 

2 
Main Good

Includes much of the same area covered by the Grand Boulevard alignment; however, some of the 
Government District is not within its service area (e.g. the Bolling Federal Building, County Courthouse, 
and State Office Building), thus accounting for the slightly smaller employment numbers. In addition, 
this alignment is closer to the Convention Center and Kaufmann Center for the Performing Arts, making 
up for some of the employment loss. 

 

 

4,893 46,832 

3 
Walnut Good

Similar connections to activity centers and population as Main Street but has the lowest number of 
employees of any bidirectional alignment. It does not include the Government District or some large 
office centers south of the Sprint Center.   

 

4,380 48,403 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

The number of employees served is high but less than either Grand Boulevard or Walnut Street because 
parts of the Government District are not served nor some of the areas west of Walnut Street.  

 

4,647 43,528 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Good

Combination of alignments along Main and Walnut Streets, but it does not directly serve the 
Government District. The overall character is more residential than Grand Boulevard.  

 

4,893 46,516 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Fair

Combination of alignments along Main Street and Baltimore Avenue. Does not directly serve the 
Government District and overall character is more residential than Grand Boulevard.  

Conclusions: There are no large differences in the number of residents and employees served (4,365 to 4,969 residents and 43,528 to 51,551 jobs). Grand Boulevard would serve the highest 
number of jobs because it provides the best service to the Government District. 

Notes/Source: The analysis for the couplet alignments only considers the area that can be reached by both the northbound and southbound trips.  When overlaying service area buffers from the 
bidirectional alignments to discover the couplet service area, only the area of intersection is fully served by the couplets.Data is from 2007 KCMO travel demand model (adapted from MARC). 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Good
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Table T2: Support visitor and special event activities 

 
 

Within ¼ Mile of Alignment 
 

    

Alternative 
Major 
Hotels 

Hotel 
Beds 

Special 
Event 

Venues 

Number 
of 

Events Attendance Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

6 2,469 4 N/A N/A Close to the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, Union Station, and most of Crown Center. Has the lowest number of hotels and 
hotel beds because many area hotels are clustered around the Convention Center further west.   

 
8 3,474 6 N/A N/A 

1 
Grand Fair

Close to the Sprint Center, Power & Light District, Union Station, most of Crown Center, the Convention Center, and the 
Kaufmann Center for the Performing Arts.  Is accessible to most hotels and a large number of hotel beds.  

 
8 3,474 6 N/A N/A 

2 
Main Best

Includes much of the same area covered by the Grand Boulevard alignment. Also includes the Convention Center and Kaufmann 
Center for the Performing Arts, which accounts for the greater number of hotel beds. Is accessible to most hotels and a large 
number of hotel beds.  

 

8 3,474 6 N/A N/A 

3 
Walnut Good

This alignment has similar connections to activity centers as Main Street. Generally, no street closures currently along Baltimore 
Avenue. Is accessible to most hotels and a large number of hotel beds.  

 

6 2,469 4 N/A N/A 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

Similar access to hotels and special event venues as the Grand Boulevard alignment, minus the Convention Center and the 
Kaufmann Center. Is accessible to most hotels and a large number of hotel beds.  

 

8 3,474 6 N/A N/A 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Fair

Similar to both the Main Street and Walnut Street alignments.  

 

8 3,474 6 N/A N/A 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Good

Similar to both the Main Street and Baltimore Avenue alignments.   
7 

Main 
Baltimore 

Good

Conclusions: All alignments serve hotels and special event venues well. However, alignments that utilize Grand Boulevard perform slightly worse because its service area does not include the Convention Center or the Kaufmann Center 
for the Performing Arts. Many major hotels are clustered around the Convention Center, which are not served by Grand Boulevard alignments. 

 Notes/Sources: The analysis for the couplet alignments only considers the area that can be reached by both the northbound and southbound trips.  When overlaying service area buffers from the bidirectional alignments to discover the 
couplet service area, only the area of intersection is fully served by the couplets.Hotel information from 2007 KCMO travel demand model (adapted from MARC).  
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Table T3: Incorporate public and stakeholder input 

Alternative Comments Expressing Support Comments Expressing Concern Fulfills Objective 

ALL Support for alternative that serves River Market. Concern over terminus at southern end of alignment, especially if service extends south of Pershing 
Road.  

 

Wide street with direct routing through downtown. Adjacent to major activity centers such 
as Sprint Center. Traffic congestion is not a concern. Connection to Union Station is not direct. Would be affected by street closures.  

 

Street is straight and fairly wide, offers centralized line and logical choice through center of 
downtown. Equidistant to Convention Center, Power & Light and Sprint Center. Would be 
easy to extend service to the Plaza. 

1 
Grand Good 

Traffic congestion may be problem at intersection with 11th Street. MAX already on Main Street.  

 

Attractive street with flat profile. Offers connections to Power & Light and Crossroads and 
still close to Sprint Center. Good access to River Market. 

2 
Main Best

Corridor is fairly narrow; may have difficulty accommodating additional transportation service. Also 
subjected to street closures.  

 

Offers connections to downtown residential areas and convention hotels. 

3 
Walnut 

Good 

Considered too far west. Corridor is fairly narrow. Bypasses many of the major activity centers, such as 
Power & Light and Crossroads.  

 

Creates more street walking and street traffic to support economic development. Offers 
benefit to wider group of people 

4 
Baltimore 

Good 

Issues reflect general concern over using couplets (i.e. higher costs, more difficult to understand, and 
diluting development potential).  

 

Less interference with events at Sprint Center and street closures. Offers direct connections 
to major activity centers. 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Fair

Issues reflect general concern over using couplets (i.e. higher costs, more difficult to understand, and 
diluting development potential).  

 

Equidistant from Spring Center and Performing Arts Center/Convention Center. Works 
around disruptions associated with Sprint Center events. 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Fair

Issues reflect general concern over using couplets (i.e. higher costs, more difficult to understand, and 
diluting development potential).  

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Fair

Conclusions: All alternatives had supporters.Main Street received the strongest and most consistent stakeholder and community support, largely due to its central location and access to activity centers.Grand Boulevard had strong support but also 
received more negative comments as compared to Main Street.  Couplet alternatives were generally less well perceived, primarily due to concerns over service design rather than alignment. 

Notes/Source: Comments represent public and stakeholder opinion.Data drawn from stakeholder interviews and public comment received at June 21, 2011 Public Open House. 
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Table S1A: Develop cost-effective transit solutions; improve effectiveness and efficiency of existing transit service 

Alternative Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

Most bus service between Crown Center and the Financial District now operates on Grand Boulevard. With Downtown Corridor service, most or all bus service could be shifted to Main Street where it 
could share existing MAX facilities (bus lanes and stations).Alternatively, Grand Boulevard could be developed as the corridor’s primary transit street, with both streetcar/enhanced bus and most or all 
local bus service. Synergies between the Downtown Corridor and Grand Boulevard Streetscape projects could reduce costs. In either case, transit facility improvements would be focused on Grand 
Boulevard and few, if any, infrastructure improvements would be made on other streets. 

 

 

1 
Grand Good 

With Downtown Corridor service on Main Street, it would likely be desirable to shift Main Street MAX service to Grand Boulevard. Bus facility improvements (bus lanes, stops/stations, etc.) could be 
implemented on Grand Boulevard as part of the Grand Boulevard Streetscape project. In this case, significant transit service improvements would be implemented on both Main Street and Grand 
Boulevard. The development of streetcar service on Main Street and the shifting of Main Street MAX would provide strong transit spines on each of the corridor’s two major north-south streets.  

 

2 
Main Good 

There would be few compelling reasons to shift existing north-south bus services from either Main Street or Grand Boulevard to Walnut Street as it would likely be slower and a block away from higher 
activity centers. Thus, there would be fewer potential synergies between Downtown Corridor and local bus service.  

 

3 
Walnut 

Fair

With Downtown Corridor service on Baltimore Avenue, it is likely that Main Street MAX service would remain on Main Street, as Main Street provides for faster service, which is a key element of MAX 
service. As a result, the corridor’s two premium services would be located only one block apart. Therefore, they would compete with each other, perhaps more than they would complement each other. It 
would also mean that the two premium north-south services would be focused on the western side of the corridor, which would provide less service coverage than other Downtown Corridor/Main Street 
MAX combinations. 

 

 

4 
Baltimore 

Fair

Similar to Alternative 1 (Grand Boulevard), except that Grand Boulevard would become a transit spine to a lesser extent than with Alternative 1 because streetcar service would be split between Grand 
Boulevard and Walnut Street.  

 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Fair

Similar to Alternative 2 (Main Street), except that Main Street would become a transit spine to a lesser extent than with Alternative 2 because streetcar service would be split between Main Street and 
Walnut Street.  

 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Fair

Similar to Alternative 2 (Main Street), except that Main Street would become a transit spine to a lesser extent than with Alternative 2 because streetcar service would be split between Main Street and 
Baltimore Avenue.  

Conclusions: Alternative 1 (Grand Boulevard) provides the best potential for efficient downtown transit service as it (1) offers the opportunity to develop strong transit spines on both of the Downtown Corridor’s major north-south arterials (Main 
Street and Grand Boulevard) and (2) creates possible synergies with the Grand Boulevard Streetscape project. However, it would not provide direct connections at the 10th & Main Transit Center.Alternative2 (Main Street) provides the second best 
potential for the strengthening of the overall downtown transit system as it (1) offers the opportunity to develop strong transit spines on both of the Downtown Corridor’s major north-south arterials (Main Street and Grand Boulevard) and (2) would 
provide direct connections at the 10th & Main Transit Center. 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Fair

 
Notes: KCATA, as part of its CSA efforts, desires to rationalize bus circulation to, from, and through the Financial and Government Districts and plans to orient the reconfiguration around the selected Downtown Corridor alignment. All alignments 
would provide for the development of a more efficient reconfiguration of Financial and Government District bus service. All alignments could also provide for the conversion of some bus service that operate through the corridor (originating from 
the north or south) to terminate at the ends of the Downtown Corridor service, with continuing service then provided by the streetcar/enhanced bus. 
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Table S1B: Provide reliable transit service 

Alternative 
Annual Partial Day 

Street Closures 
Annual Full Day 
Street Closures 

Summary Fulfills 
Objective 

 

5 16 

There are a significant number of street closings on Grand Boulevard in front of the Sprint Center that are associated with Sprint Center events. These include 
partial day closures to help control pedestrian circulation to large events where the street is shut down during the event and for a short duration before and after, 
and full day closures that can last for several days at a time.(For the six month periods between March and August 2011, there were 5 partial days closures and 16 
days of full day closures).During these times, if streetcar service were to operate through the street closure section, there would almost certainly be delays, 
although these delays could likely be managed. Enhanced bus service would detour around the street closures, which would add a few minutes to running times. 

 

 
0 0 

1 
Grand Fair

Through the Financial District, Main Street has two travel lanes in each direction. South of 10th Street, parking is prohibited, but north of 10th Street, it is permitted 
during off-peak periods. This creates a minor choke point in this area. If on-street parking were maintained, there could be some minor delays.  

 

7 0 

2 
Main Good

South of the loop, Walnut Street is one-way northbound with two lanes of traffic and parking on both sides. With two-way Downtown Corridor service, either the 
left-most lane would need to be converted to a southbound transit lane, or alternatively, the street could be converted to two-way operation. In any event, traffic 
volumes are light, and reliable operation could be expected. Within the loop, Walnut Street has three to four travel lanes, and with the exception of a two block 
section between Truman Road and 12th Street, is also one-way northbound. However, using similar measures as described for south of the loop, reliable service 
could be provided. Walnut Street has 7 partial day street closures due to events at the Power & Light District. During these times, if streetcar service were to operate 
through the street closure section, there would almost certainly be delays, although these delays could likely be managed. Enhanced bus service would detour 
around the street closures, which would add a few minutes to running times. 

 

 

1 0 

3 
Walnut 

Fair

South of 12th Street, Baltimore Avenue is two-way with one lane of traffic in each direction and parking on both sides (some of which is back-in angle 
parking).Traffic volumes are light, and reliable operation could be expected. North of 12th Street, Walnut Street is one-way with two northbound travel lanes and 
parking on each side. With Downtown Corridor service, either the left-most lane would need to be converted to a southbound transit lane, or alternatively, the 
street could be converted to two-way operation. In any event, reliable operation could be expected. 

 

 

12 16 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

With Grand Boulevard/Walnut Street service, it would be desirable for northbound service to operate on Grand Boulevard and southbound service to operate on 
Walnut Street (since Americans are used to right-hand side operations).This would require at least one lane of much of Walnut Street to be converted to 
southbound operation, and reliable service could be provided throughout the corridor.  

 

7 0 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Fair

With Main Street/Walnut Street service, northbound service would most likely operate on Walnut Street and southbound service on Main Street. Service could be 
operated reliably on both streets.  

 

1 0 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Fair

With Main Street/Baltimore Avenue service, it would be desirable for northbound service to operate on Main Street and southbound service on Baltimore Avenue. 
This would require at least one lane on Baltimore Avenue between 10th Street and 12th Street to be converted to southbound operation, and reliable service could 
be provided throughout the corridor.  

Conclusions: On a day-to-day basis, all alignments would provide for reliable service. The most significant exception would be Grand Boulevard, where there would be conflicts between Downtown Corridor service and Sprint Center special 
events, and which would likely produce delays during those times. 

Notes/Source: There are a number of special events at Crown Center during which Grand Boulevard is closed south of Pershing Road. As long as Downtown Corridor service does not extend south of Pershing Road, none of these events would 
impact Downtown Corridor service to a significant extent. Data is from Kansas City Convention & Visitors Association for 2011. 

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Good
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Table S2: Convert surface parking to higher value uses 

Alternative 

Acres of 
Surface Parking 
Within ¼ Mile Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

95.6 
Includes free surface lots between Cherry/Locust and 10th/11th. However, this has since 
been developed into the JE Dunn Construction World Headquarters. Highest amount of 
surface parking among the bidirectional alternatives.  

 

86.1 

1 
Grand Best

Access to some free surface lots that Grand Boulevard and Walnut Street alignments do not 
have. Parcels seem large enough for development potential.  

 

89.1 

2 
Main Fair

Does not provide any particular benefit in terms of access to surface parking. Lowest acreage 
of surface parking among all alternatives.  

 

88.6 

3 
Walnut Good

Includes several smaller free surface lots towards southern end of the alignment but most 
seem too small for substantial development potential. Lacks access to large paid lot that 
other alignments have (on Locust between 19th and 20th).  

 

103.1 

4 
Baltimore 

Good

Couplet alignment expands the influence of the alignment to a greater area, capturing the 
surface lots in both the Grand and Walnut bidirectional alternatives. Highest acreage of 
surface parking among all alternatives.  

 

94.8 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 
Best

Couplet alignment expands the influence of the alignment to a greater area, capturing the 
surface lots in both the Main and Walnut bidirectional alternatives.  

 

89.8 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
Good

Couplet alignment expands the influence of the alignment to a greater area, capturing the 
surface lots in both the Main and Baltimore bidirectional alternatives.  

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Good

Conclusions: The couplet alignments have greater potential to convert surface parking to higher uses than their component streets individually due to a larger influence area. 
There is a greater concentration of surface parking in the eastern areas, which give alternatives utilizing Walnut and Grand greater potential for redevelopment. Alternative 1 
(Grand) and Alternative 5 (Grand and Walnut) provide the greatest potential to convert surface parking into higher value uses. 

Notes/Source: Square footage of garage parking was excluded from the calculation of surface parking. Data from Jackson County Assessor GIS database. 
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  Table S3:  Impact on utilities and their potential need for modification or relocation 

 
 

Ranking 
 

    

Alternative AT&T Verizon/MCI Utility Score Summary Fulfills Objective 

 

1st 2nd 360 Least amount of utility impacts of all alignments because there are few storm sewer, 
communication line, and steam/chilled water impacts.   

 

2nd 4th 391 
Least amount of water, sanitary sewer, and gas utility impacts but a very high impact on 
communication lines. A large duct line containing numerous communication lines for 
multiple companies exists along Main Street.  

 

3rd 3rd 419 
Highest amount of utility impacts of all bidirectional alignments because of high impacts on 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, combined sanitary and storm sewer, and gas utilities. However, 
small impact on electric lines.   

 

3rd 1st 417 High impacts on water, sanitary sewer, and steam/chilled water utilities. Least impact on 
combined sanitary and sewer utilities.   

 

- - 779 Combination of Alternatives 1 and 3. Moderate impact among the couplet alignments.   

 

- - 810 Combination of Alternatives 2 and 3. Highest utility impact among all alignments.  

 

- - 719 Similar to Alternatives 2 and 4, although not a simple addition of the two alignments. Lowest 
impact of all coulet alignments.   

Conclusions: Alternative 1 (Grand Boulevard) has the least amount of utility impacts, while Alternative 2 (Main Street) is the second best. Walnut Street will have the highest number of utilities requiring 
potential modification or relocation, although Baltimore will have a similar number. The couplet alignments with have the highest impact on utilities because the streetcar/enhanced bus will operate on two 
streets. 

Notes/Source: AT&T and Verizon/MCI did not provide documentation of the location of their utility lines, instead providing rankings of their preferred alignments. They did not rank the couplet alignments, 
primarily focusing on the impacts along individual streets. The size and location of each utility located along an alignment was considered when scoring.  The utilities examined include water, sanitary sewer, 
storm sewer, combinded sanitary and storm sewer, gas, steam/chilled water, electric, and communications. Overall, lower scores correspond to lower impacts due to a smaller amount, smaller lines (pipes), 
and/or a better location.  

7 
Main 

Baltimore 
Fair

Best

Good

Fair

Good

Fair

Fair

1 
Grand 

2 
Main 

3 
Walnut 

4 
Baltimore 

5 
Grand 

Walnut 

6 
Main 

Walnut 
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RIDERSHIP FORECASTING SUMMARY 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of this technical 
memorandum is to document 
the methodology and results 
of the ridership forecasting 
effort undertaken to support 
the evaluation of alternatives 
for the proposed premium 
circulator services in Kansas 
City’s Downtown Corridor. 
Figure 1 shows the study area 
and the alternative alignments 
along Main Street and Grand 
Boulevard. The ridership 
forecasting effort analyzed 
these two corridors both for 
enhanced bus circulator and 
streetcar modes. Currently 
Kansas City Area 
Transportation Authority 
(KCATA) operates MAX-
BRT service along the Main 
Street Alignment. For the 
Main Street enhanced bus and 
streetcar alternatives, it has 
been assumed that the 
existing Main Steet MAX 
would be re-routed to Grand 
Boulevard within the study 
area.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 – Study Area and Alternative Alignments 
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Methodology   
 
Transit ridership for a given route depends on various factors including socio-economic 
characteristics, site conditions, transit supply variables, stop locations, etc. A sketch-level direct-
demand model was developed for the Kansas City AA in order to observe the relationship of 
these variables with transit ridership and develop an instrument that can be applied to predict 
ridership for future conditions. The underlying assumption is that observed transit usage in the 
area is an indicator of future transit usage. Multivariate regression analysis was conducted using 
existing ridership data obtained from KCATA and socioeconomic data extracted from the Mid-
America Regional Council (MARC) regional travel demand model in order to develop a linear 
functional form that expresses ridership as a function of population, employment, and hotel-
motel rooms within quarter mile of the project alignment. Peer system ridership characteristics 
and fixed guideway credits associated with unmeasured variables were utilized to develop mode 
specific coefficients. Figure 2 shows the overall model development and application process.  
 
 
  
 

 
 

Figure 2 – Direct Demand Modeling Methodology 
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Results  
 
Once developed, the model was applied for the alternative alignments for enhanced bus 
circulator and streetcar modes in order to generate opening year (2015) and horizon year (2035) 
riderships for a typical weekday (refer to Table 1). The ridership forecasts are developed for 
various land use scenarios developed by the project team considering economic development 
impacts of the proposed aligments and modes. The intent is to capture the uncertainties 
associated with future development in the corridor in evaluating ridership potential of the 
proposed circulator. The opening year (2015) ridership potential of the alignments are compared 
to the existing peer systems in Figure 3.  Table 2, at the end of this memo, includes stop-level 
ridership estimates. 
  

Table 1 – Opening Year (2015) and Horizon Year (2035) Daily Ridership 
 

Alternatives 

Enhanced Bus Circulator  Streetcar Circulator 

MARC 
Landuse 

Enhanced Bus 
Landuse 

MARC 
Landuse 

Streetcar Landuse

Moderate Growth  High Growth

Opening Year 2015

Main Street Alignment  1,287  1,246 2,896 2,817 

Grand Blvd. Alignment  1,183  1,144 2,662 2,584 

Horizon Year 2035

Main Street Alignment  2,677  2,681 6,023 6,220  6,928

Grand Blvd. Alignment  2,465  2,442  5,547  5,655  6,271 

 
Assumptions: Hours of operations – 6 am to 10 pm on weekdays; Headway of the proposed enhanced bus and 
streetcar = 10 minutes peak, 15 minutes off-peak; Fare structure – same as existing KCATA fare structure   
 

Figure 3 – Opening Year Ridership Comparison with Existing Peer Systems 
 

 



 
 

Page 4 of 5 
 

 
The analysis reveals that the ridership of the streetcar mode would be substantially higher as 
compared to the ridership of the enhanced bus mode for both Main Street and Grand Boulevard 
alignments. Also, the Main Street alignment would perform marginally better than the Grand 
Boulevard alignment from a ridership perspective. It is important to mention that the ridership 
forecasts are conservative in the sense that event related riders have not been adequately captured 
in this analysis. A large event related transit ridership market exists in the study area which was 
not analyzed due to the lack of readily available data. Several private charter and shuttle buses 
currently serve the event partons traveling between hotels and venues. The ridership of the 
proposed system may increase substantially depending on how these event related transit 
services are configured with the project in place. Similarly, some of the KCATA local bus routes 
may be modified to feed the circulator system as opposed to providing competing services. 
These opportunities will be further investigated and analyzed in the subsequent phase of the 
project, as needed. The reader must also note that the sketch-level ridership forecasts were not 
developed to satisfy FTA New Starts/ Small Starts requirements, additional analysis will be 
required following FTA forecasting guidelines if FTA Section 5309 funds are pursued.    
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Tier 2 Screening Economic Development Factors 
Introduction 

This Technical Memorandum presents various information regarding land use, population, economic 
activity and development to assist in determining which of the two alignments (Main Street vs. Grand 
Boulevard) may be the better choice for the LPA.  Five types of information are presented : 
 

1. Definition of Study Area and Concepts 
 

This section provides background on the specifics of the study area that will be examined 
for comparson between the two alignment alternatives and defines basic concepts and 
information about the two areas. The “alignment influence zones” for each alternative 
are based on a reasonable “walking radius” (generally ¼ mile). 
 
  

2. Present Levels of Activity and Development Trends: 
 

This information helps provide a comparison as to whether one route or the other better 
serves existing users and uses from Opening Day. It intends to help answer the question: 
“If there is only the prospect for limited or slow growth over the next decade or so, does 
one route emerge as better serving existing levels of activity?” The information was 
xtracted, mapped and aggregated from 2000, 2010 Census, MARC 2005‐2040, Assessor’s 
data base, retail sales, development project lists and other sources to determine existing 
(2010) status within certain distances of each alignment; past growth trends in those 
areas, and to create various projections going forward. 
 

3. Capacity for Future Economic Development: 
 

This part of the analysis compares the potential “holding” capacity of sites within the 
“influence zone” of each alignment and evaluates whether either alternative is likely to 
“run out” of sites in the near to intermediate term under a variety of growth 
assumptions. Using detailed parcel data from Assessor’s database and City’s GIS system, 
zoning and land use plan information, as well as real estate value data, determined 
potential currently unused additional development (buildout) capacity for each 
alignment alternative, including development/redevelopment of vacant or 
underdeveloped sites; or infill/reuse of larger vacant buildings. Based on past and 
possible future development trends, estimated minimum number of years until 
“buildout” might be reached. 
 
 

4. Projection of Upside Economic Development Potential over 1st 15 years: 
 

A scenario is presented comparing the two alignments in terms of the maximum likely 
economic development impact in each corridor related to the implementation of a  
streetcar. This scenario implies that the overall level of regional economic activity 
increases and the draw to the center of the region (and a particular alignment) is 
optimally accelerated1. These are “upper end” projections of the maximum amount of 
physical development and real estate value added that might be generated over first 15 

                                                                  
1  Assumes strong regional growth and that many, if not all, of the incentives used in the past (e.g. tax abatement, Historic and 
Low Income Tax Credits for housing, and other tools for commercial development),  remain in place. 
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years from project start. This scenario only applies in the case of the streetcar 
alternatives, as there is little national evidence, on any quantitative basis, that BRT 
accelerates economic development along a corridor. In those cases the current 
projections of the regional transportation model may be as useful as any others. 
 

5. On the Ground Reality Check: Qualitative Factors 
 

Provides a summary of additional information gathered from interviews with members of 
the Downtown business and real estate communities as to their perspectives on 
downtown development and factors that might affect choice of alignment. 
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Definition of Study Area and Concepts 

Maps 1 through 3 below define the entire study area, the area of interest surrounding Main Street, and 
the area of interest surrounding Grand Boulevard, respectively.  
 
Map 1: Entire Study Area 
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Map 2: Main Street Alternative 

 
 
   



 
 

Economic Development Factors – Tier 2 Screening                              HDR Technical Memo: October 7, 2011 
Page 5 

Map 3: Grand Boulevard Alternative 

 
 
 
These two alignment alternatives serve four main areas within the downtown. From north to south, 
these are the River Market, the Downtown Loop, Crossroads, and the Crown Center/Union Station area. 
Each of these three areas is zoned for mixed use, with the Downtown Loop and Crown Center area being 
zoned as “Downtown Core” and the River Market and Crossroads being zoned as “Downtown Mixed 
Use.” Downtown core zoning is intended to promote high‐intensity office and employment growth within 
the downtown core areas, recognizing that it is a hub for businesses, communications, retail, cultural, 
visotr accommodations, and entertainment uses while also accommodating residential development. 
Downtown mixed use zoning is intended to accommodate a large variety of uses from office to 
institutional to residential, while promoting a mix of land uses both horizontally and vertically.2   
 

                                                                  
2 “Greater Downtown Area Plan” , prepared for the City of Kansas City, Missouri by the COR Team. 
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An additional factor that distinguishes this analysis from the Tier 1 Screening is the distinction between 
conditions at varying distances from the alignment. Three different zones were considered for 
examination: directly on the alignment/1 block, within 2 blocks, and within 3 blocks. A  streetcar is likely 
to have a larger impact on the parcels that are directly on the alignment than the parcels farther away.  

Present Levels of Activity and Growth Trends 

Table 1 and Maps 4 to 7 compare the two alignments based on a number of key variables that lead to 
potential ridership generation and can also lead to increased levels of activity due to the provision of 
improved local transit service (for example – visits to performing arts centers or elevated retail sales 
volumes due to higher tourist presence). 
 
The data suggest that the Main Street alignment would serve more of the existing resident population 
and economic activity centers than would the Grand Boulevard alignment. As shown in Table 1, Main 
Street exceeds Grand Boulevard by 10% or more in many of the key past and present day variables 
measured, whereas Grand Boulevard outperforms Main Street by 10% or more on only 1 of the key 
variables (non‐residential commercial space growth over the past ten years). 
 
With respect to growth trends, Main Street might be the  better choice in the event that the presence of 
transit (whether BRT or streetcar) DOES NOT result in a shift in future growth patterns within the 
Downtown area in general.3 This is because, over the past ten years, total added residential development 
in the Main Street alignment has exceeded that added in the Grand Boulevard influence zone by 35 
percent. This significantly outweighs the amount of added non‐residential commercial development, 
which while favoring Grand Boulevard by 15 percent, accounts for a  much smaller incremental addition 
of square footage and value, less than half of the residential base total. 
 

                                                                  
3  Use of various economic incentives and development tools (such as public sites and tax increment financing, Historic and Low 
Income Tax Credits, tax abatement, etc) have been major factors in influencing the level and location of downtown development 
over the past decade. The “Highest” end projections assume that these tools would continue in place. 
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ITEM Study Area
Main Street Line Grand Blvd. 

Line

Main Grand

Existing Conditions: 2010

Population (Census 2010) 4,609 4,596 3,628 1 0

  Within 2 blocks 3,130 2,216

Housing Units (Census 2010) 3,880 3,867 3,061 1 0

  Within 2 blocks 2,663 1,804
Employees (TAZ 2005) 65,602 52,320 50,056 0 0

  Within 2 blocks 27,220 25,880

Hotel Rooms 3,474 2,469 1 0

  Within 2 blocks 2,469 1,460

Venues - Annual Attendance 5.7 million 5.7 million 3.3 million 1 0

  Number 14 14 11

Retail Sales (within 1 block) $93 million $97 million 0 0

   Eating and Drinking Only 29 million 29 million

Market Value $1880 million $1590 million $1570 million 0 0

  Within 1 block 490 million 390 million

  Within 2 blocks 890 million 770 million

Growth Trends: 2000 - 2010

Population Growth (from Census) 3,017 3,123 2,737 1 0

   Per year 302 312 274

Housing Units (Census 2010) 2,513 2,513 2,174

                        (Project List) 3,200 3,200 2,369 1 0

   Per year 251 to 320 251 to 320 217 to 237

Non Residential Growth (sf) (Project List) 1,467,207 1,281,752 1,467,207 0 1
   Per year 146,721 128,175 146,721

Growth Projections (TAZ 2005-2040)

Employment 32,369 30,784 31,380 0 0

   Per year 925 880 897

Households 6,263 5,935 4,851 1 0
   Per year 179 170 139

Number of Times Line is Better by 10% or More based on the Variable (1) 7 1

Notes:

(1) Compares the variable being measured between the two lines. If one line exceeds the other by 10% or more it gets a 1; otherwise a 0. Sums all the Ones at bottom of 

page.

Preference to: (1)

Table 1: Comparison of Existing Conditions and Current Growth Trends
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Map 4:  Population Distribution ‐ 2010 Census 
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Map 5:  Employment Distribution ‐ 2005 TAZ Data  
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Map 6:  Population and Employment Distribution Combined  
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Map 7:  Hotels and Activity Centers (“Venues”) 
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Capacity for Future Growth 

Both alignments were compared to test for substantial differences in potential for future development 
and to see if potential development along either alternative would be greater than capacity limits in the 
near future. Two types of sites were considered: vacant or underutilized sites,those with no building or a 
very small building on a large parcel; and vacant buildings. 
 
Using very conservative calculations4, Table 2 below indicates that both alternatives seem to offer very 
similar capacity for future development – approximately triple current residential capacity and a more 
than 50 percent increase in non‐residential capacity.5 The most aggressive absorption scenario 
imaginable is a doubling of the annual rate of residential building along a given corridor relative to 
growth in the past ten years. Even under these conditions, there is enough residential capacity to last at 
least thirteen years at the current, relatively modest, buildout densities. Long before this capacity 
constraint were to be reached, developers would build at an increased density that still meets the zoning 
regulations. This would significantly extend the buildout life of the given corridor. Additionally, the zoning 
for the areas along the alignments is for mixed use, so sites that would otherwise be assumed to be 
allocated for one use could be used for another use. Given these conditions , neither alignment seems to 
suggest any particular advantage from the buildout capacity viewpoint.  
 

Table 2 
Projection of Medium Term Development Capacity of Alignment Alternatives 

(assuming a streetcar is built) 

 
 
  

                                                                  
4 In calculating “medium term” buildout capacity (i.e. next 15 to 30+/years) it is assumed that some percentage of parcels 
potentially available for development (e.g. vacant or underutilized lots) will not, in fact be available over that time period, due to 
any number of factors such as existing legal agreements, size, use, etc. In addition, when significant unused capacity exists (as it 
will in early years at least) and the market is soft, many parcels can be expected to build out at substantially less than their 
theoretical legally allowed zoning capacity, due to the lesser cost of stick construction and use of surface parking or simple decks 
in a low land value scenario (relative to incremental construction costs for the more dense construction). As parcels begin to 
build out, prices rise and more come on the market and build out tends to occur at higher densities, extending the time period 
until true buildout is actually approached. In fact, in very few US downtowns is true buildout ever reached. 

 

Residential

(Units)

Non‐Res

(SF)

Residential

(Units)

Non‐Res

(SF)

Development Capacity‐

 "Medium Term"
8,474 6,561,368 8,451 6,297,955

  "Baseline" Capture Rates: (annual) 320 128,175          240 146,721         

 Moderate:

      Average Annual Absorption 384 134,584          288 154,057         

      Years to Absorb: 22 49 29 41

 High:

      Average Annual Absorption 640 166,628          480 190,737         

      Years to Absorb: 13 39 18 33

Main Street Line

a. Moderate = residential development that is equal to 120% of average per year of last 10 years 

in the corridor; and employment that is 105% of that average.

b. High = residential development that is equal to 200% of average per year of last 10 years in the 

corridor; and employment that is 130% of that average. This number is quite aggressive and 

should assume the continuance of many of the existing economic development incentives and 

tools, at least in the first 5 + years until the trend proves itself.

Grand Blvd Line



 
 

Economic Development Factors – Tier 2 Screening                              HDR Technical Memo: October 7, 2011 
Page 13 

Projection of Upside Economic Development Potential over 1st 15 years 

 
Table 3 compares the maximum likely “add” to total market value (in 2010 uninflated $) of all non‐
governmental and non‐institutional property within each of the two alignments over the 15 years after a 
streetcar is fully funded and commences construction. In this case, only the streetcar is considered 
because there is no statistical, or justifiable anectodatal evidence, that BRT either accelerates property 
development or property values in the corridors or locations with which it might be associated.  
 
The streetcar  maximum “value” add scenario is the sum of value added by continuation of existing 
“baseline growth” (the annual rate of development over the past ten years), plus maximum assumed 
additional growth induced by streetcar in the given corridor, plus a one time three percent increase in 
the value of all property in the given corridor. The increase in property value is due to the transportation 
and proximity benefits of the streetcar, as seen in comparison cities, and will be realized over 
approximately three to seven years after the commencement of construction on the line. Applying the 
highest projected growth assumptions equally to each corridor, a streetcar could potentially add up to 
$110 million more in value and development in the Main Street corridor than in the Grand Boulevard 
corridor, as shown in Table 3. The amounts induced by streetcar range from a 70 percent add over and 
above baseline development in Grand Boulevard corridor to an 77 percent add over baseline growth in 
the Main Street Corridor. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Study Area
Main Street Line Grand Ave Line

Existing Conditions: 2010

Market Value $1880 million $1590 million $1570 million1,041 1,350

Economic Development Potential (Calculated)

Maximum Upside Value Added Projection: (15 Years) (1)
Value Added by Baseline Growth $769 million $690 million
Value Added by Streetcar Induced Growth and Premium at 3% on 1st 2 blocks $593 million $482 million
Total Value Added in 15 Years $1362 million $1172 million

Notes:

Table 3: Comparison of Maximum Projected Increases in Market Value in Next 15 Years
(Streetcar Only; Not BRT)

(1) Estimate of maximum potential upside results under extremely favorable assumptions: first , that annual baseline economic growth over next 

15 years equals the average achieved in the past decade ‐ so "baseline growth" applies past annual absorption rates to housing at $100,000/unit 

and non residential at $150/sf. added to the existing market base (net increase over existing land values). Second, maximum growth induced by 

streetcar (within the streetcar influence zone) is the "high" absorption scenario increment shown in Table 2 times the unit prices; plus a one time 

average 3% assumed increase in the market value of all property within 2 blocks of the streetcar line . (This value "bump up"  would probably 

occur within 3 to 7 years of line construction starting).
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Qualitative Factors 

A series of interviews were conducted with downtown real estate and economic development 
stakeholders.  These stakeholders are from public, quasi‐public and private entities and are active in the 
downtown real estate development market.  The purpose of the interviews was to gain a better 
understanding of the main market dynamics within downtown and how enhanced transit might factor 
into the equation.  While the stakeholders provided varied insight, a few key points were made by most 
or all of the interviewees.  These key points are briefly summarized below under three main categories.  
It is important to note that the summary below is a compendium of opinions of those interviewed and 
may or may not be consistent with the overall findings of this report. 
 

1. The performance and outlook for various market sectors within downtown 
 

a. Residential development has increased significantly in downtown over the past decade.  
Adaptive re‐use of existing buildings has accounted for most of this development.  Nearly 
all projects have received some sort of subsidy, most notably through the use of historic 
preservation tax credits.  Development has occurred primarily in the central and western 
corridors.  While the for sale (condominium) market has largely disappeared, there 
remains some demand for rental residential units.  Tight credit markets are making it 
difficult for new projects to meet this demand.  
 

b. The downtown office market is very challenging.  Vacancy rates are high and it will be 
several years before this supply is absorbed.  Consequently, downtown rents are being 
driven low by the competition for a very limited pool of tenants.  Additionally, 
competition with suburban markets, particularly those in Kansas where significant state 
incentives are being offered, is drawing office users away from downtown.  Kansas City, 
MO has not been able to match the incentives offered in Kansas.  With the possible 
exception of the occasional single tenant, build‐to‐suit project, new office development  
in downtown is highly unlikely in the near term.  

 
c. Retail and entertainment uses have significantly increased in the downtown area.  The 

Power and Light District and Sprint Center are the major components of this trend.  
These projects and other smaller projects have changed the perception of downtown and 
made it more of a destination.  Despite some success with these developments, an 
additional downtown population base is needed to add additional and more varied retail. 

 
d. The downtown hotel market is also struggling with high room vacancy rates.  This is in 

part due to national economic conditions limiting travel, but also due to a major decrease 
in conventions within downtown over the past decade.  Additional hotel rooms would be 
needed to compete for more conventions, but the existing struggles and tight credit 
markets make this a difficult proposition. 

 
e. The cost of providing parking (generally structured) negatively affects the feasibility of 

projects downtown. 
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2. The potential role of enhanced transit such as streetcar in the downtown market 

 
a. Streetcar service would make residential development more attractive, but would not 

significantly reduce the level of subsidy required for new projects. 
 

b. Similarly, retail uses could benefit from the increased mobility offered by streetcar, but it 
does not seem that streetcar itself would significantly increase the level of retail 
development.  More residents are needed downtown for more retail. 

 
c. Streetcar service is not likely to have a significant affect on the office market. 

 
d. Streetcar service could potentially benefit the visitor/entertainment/hotel market the 

most, but it is unclear if it would be enough to significantly improve the level of activity in 
these sectors. 

 
3. The relative merit of the Main Street and Grand Avenue alignments 

 
a. In general, the interviewees believed that either alignment could work, that both were 

attractive options and that the overall differences between the two potential alignments 
were slight. 
 

b. Nonetheless, there was a general perception that Main Street had more overall support 
and was the slightly better option. 

 
c. More specific comments that were commonly mentioned: 

 
i. The Main Street alignment was seen as having significant development 

momentum already and therefore some believed the project would have more 
significant positive impact along Grand Avenue. 
 

ii. Grand Avenue could present the easier option from a constructability and cost 
perspective due to its greater width. 

 
iii. The Grand Avenue line was seen as problematic due to: 

1. Opposition by the Cordish Group to the project going by their front door 
2. Complications with the need to close Grand Avenue for various major 

events throughout the year. 
3. The greater distance from the convention center and hotels along 

Wyandotte Street. 
 

iv. Grand Avenue was seen as presenting more development sites within the Loop 
while Main presented more opportunities in other areas along the alignment. 
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Appendix A : Development Capacity Calculations 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Land Buildable Housing at DU's at Commercial

Acres SF SF SF used Stated % Stated SF

RIVER MARKET 90% 1200

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$20/sf 15 655,000 1.6 1,048,000 90% 943,200 848,880 707 94,320
Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $20-$30 6 273,000 2.5 682,500 50% 341,250 307,125 256 34,125

Subtotal 21 928,000 1,730,500 1,284,450 1,156,005 963 128,445

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 40% 1000

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$50/sf 36 1,567,000 7.0 10,969,000 80% 8,775,200 3,510,080 3,510 5,265,120

Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $50-$60 and Largely Vacant 3 116,000 8.0 928,000 60% 556,800 222,720 223 334,080

Subtotal 39 1,683,000 11,897,000 9,332,000 3,732,800 3,733 5,599,200

CROSSROADS ARTS DISTRICT 90% 1200

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$20/sf 26 1,142,000 1.6 1,827,200 90% 1,644,480 1,480,032 1,233 164,448
Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $20-$30 39 1,703,000 2.5 4,257,500 70% 2,980,250 2,682,225 2,235 298,025

Subtotal 65 2,845,000 6,084,700 4,624,730 4,162,257 3,469 462,473

SOUTH OF PERSHING 50% 1200

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$20/sf 6 275,000 3.0 825,000 90% 742,500 371,250 309 371,250
Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $20-$30 0 0 0 60% 0 0 0 0

Subtotal 6 275,000 825,000 742,500 371,250 309 371,250

TOTAL FOR LINE 132 5,731,000 20,537,200 15,983,680 9,422,312 8,474 6,561,368

  Essentially vacant 84 3,639,000 4.0 14,669,200 83% 12,105,380 6,210,242 5,760 5,895,138

  Moderate susceptibility 48 2,092,000 2.8 5,868,000 66% 3,878,300 3,212,070 2,714 666,230

Current to somewhat improved market/pricing conditions and which parcels most likely to be available over first 20-30 years = "midterm"

Essentially Vacant = no improvements or improvements = less than 20% of land value

High Redevelopment Susceptibility = parcels where land and improvement value/land sf. is less than or equal to $20/sf outside Downtown Core and less than $50/sf in core.

Projected FAR = average expected ratio taking into account market conditions, structure type, zoning factors

% Reuseable  = % of potential sites that are actually likely to be available during the projection period

Housing at stated % = percent of total buildout capacity assumed likely to be housing

DU's at Stated Sf = number of housing units that can be accomodated , given the average assumed housing unit size (gross sf)

Commercial = remaining capacity available for commercial and non residential uses

% 
Reusable 

Area

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY ‐ MAIN  ST. ALIGNMENT

Projected 
FAR

Lower Redevelopment Susceptibility = parcels where land and improvement value/land sf. is less than or equal to $30/sf but greater than $20/sf outside Downtown core; and between 

$50 and $60/sf. in core.

Land Buildable Housing at DU's at Commercial

Acres SF SF SF used Stated % Stated SF

RIVER MARKET 90% 1200

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$20/sf 8 348,693 1.6 557,909 90% 502,118 451,906 377 50,212

Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $20-$30 5 226,546 2.5 566,365 50% 283,183 254,864 212 28,318

Subtotal 13 575,239 1,124,274 785,300 706,770 589 78,530

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 40% 1000

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$50/sf 34 1,481,800 7.0 10,372,600 80% 8,298,080 3,319,232 3,319 4,978,848

Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $50-$60 and Largely Vacant 3 115,900 8.0 927,200 60% 556,320 222,528 223 333,792

Subtotal 37 1,597,700 11,299,800 8,854,400 3,541,760 3,542 5,312,640

CROSSROADS ARTS DISTRICT 90% 1200

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$20/sf 43 1,869,665 1.6 2,991,464 90% 2,692,318 2,423,086 2,019 269,232

Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $20-$30 35 1,517,304 2.5 3,793,260 70% 2,655,282 2,389,754 1,991 265,528

Subtotal 78 3,386,969 6,784,724 5,347,600 4,812,840 4,011 534,760

SOUTH OF PERSHING 50% 1200

High Susceptibility: Essentially vacant: <$20/sf 6 275,574 3.0 826,722 90% 744,050 372,025 310 372,025
Moderate Susceptibility: 20+ years: $20-$30 0 0 0 60% 0 0 0 0

Subtotal 6 275,574 826,722 744,050 372,025 310 372,025

TOTAL FOR LINE 134 5,835,482 20,035,520 15,731,350 9,433,395 8,451 6,297,955

  Essentially vacant 91 3,975,732 3.7 14,748,695 83% 12,236,565 6,566,249 6,025 5,670,316

  Moderate susceptibility 43 1,859,750 2.8 5,286,825 66% 3,494,785 2,867,146 2,426 627,638

Current to somewhat improved market/pricing conditions and which parcels most likely to be available over first 20-30 years = "midterm"

Essentially Vacant = no improvements or improvements = less than 20% of land value

High Redevelopment Susceptibility = parcels where land and improvement value/land sf. is less than or equal to $20/sf outside Downtown Core and less than $50/sf in core.

Projected FAR = average expected ratio taking into account market conditions, structure type, zoning factors

% Reuseable  = % of potential sites that are actually likely to be available during the projection period

Housing at stated % = percent of total buildout capacity assumed likely to be housing

DU's at Stated Sf = number of housing units that can be accomodated , given the average assumed housing unit size (gross sf)

Commercial = remaining capacity available for commercial and non residential uses

Area
Projected 

FAR

% 
Reusable 

DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY ‐ GRAND BLVD. ALIGNMENT

Lower Redevelopment Susceptibility = parcels where land and improvement value/land sf. is less than or equal to $30/sf but greater than $20/sf outside Downtown core; and between 

$50 and $60/sf. in core.
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Appendix B : Details on Local Interviews with Business and Real Estate Community 

 
Kansas City Streetcar Economic Development Interview Summary 

 
1. Describe the recent and emerging trends (decade since 2000 and forward) in downtown economic 

development (downtown = from River Market to and including Crown Center area) 
 

 Residential has gained market share. When the Mayor took office, there were about 7,000 
people living downtown. She set a goal of getting 10,000 people into the downtown area, and 
now there are 17,000. Part of this growth is due to the aggressive historic tax credits allowing for 
conversions of older office and warehouse buildings to residential units.  There are new 
residential developments in the old federal courthouse building and the old Post Office building.  

 In the last 4 years, there has not been much growth in the office market due to the economy. In 
retail there was a major infusion 4 years ago, most of which is backed by the Cordish company in 
Baltimore, Maryland. 

 Entertainment has gained a great deal, with the Power & Light district and the Sprint Center – 
entertainment district may have added about 3,500 jobs. The rehabilitation of a few major 
entertainment venues and the upcoming opening of the Kaufman Center for the Performing Arts 
should bring people to the downtown area, particularly from the suburbs. The Crossroads area 
has seen a lot of rehabilitation of old, dilapidated buildings into arts venues. The First Friday for 
the Arts, on the First Friday of each month draws about 40 to 50 thousand people into 
downtown.  

 Institutional has gained in universities, but municipal is about the same as it has been 

 The Federal Reserve building is proposed to be an Embassy Suites, though this has not been 
finalized. 

 The downtown area had a large net gain in employment with the relocation of the IRS bringing 4 
to 6 thousand jobs into the area (though this is just a relocation from another area). At the same 
time, some businesses have relocated out of downtown and moved to Kansas. 

 Downtown parking garages are friendly and available, but that does not make it easy for people 
coming in from out of town for conventions to get around. 

 The primary industries downtown are real estate, banking, law, and government. 

 Obstacles to development include the school district, development incentives, and public 
transportation. The perception of the KCMO school district, having all of the problems of inner‐
city schools and being an underperforming school district, is a deterrent from residential 
development and bringing in families. There needs to be some standard incentives with regard to 
housing development downtown; the current incentive tools are cumbersome and often costly.  

 The largest constraint to development is economics, particularly in housing. In the office market, 
it is mostly competition because of the high vacancy rates – this makes it less likely to see new 
development and more likely for backfill 

o The housing market has unfulfilled demand due to the cost of land and the cost of 
parking. Rental rates are too low, though it appears that the newest developments are 
getting closer to where the market rental rates need to be. 

o Rental rates are currently at about $1.05 per square foot, but need to be around $1.40. 
The newest may be closer to $1.20. 
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2. Within downtown, what are the preferred locations/corridors? 
 

 For office, there are a lot of different places, but the number one street would be Main, then 
Walnut, followed by Grand. DST and their companies are all on the west side 

o Inside the loop is probably the most desirable, but there hasn’t been anything done 
because of the demand for new retail over office. The vacancy rates do not help with the 
desire to build new office space. 

o There are land owners who would like to develop office space, but this is unlikely to 
happen due to the high vacancy rates.  

 For retail, other than the P&L district, retail is scattered though there may be more of a 
concentration in the City Market area. Main and Walnut stop at the City Market but do not go 
through it. 

o Main Street is more commercialized on the retail side – it slices right through the middle 
of the Power and Light District 

o The Power and Light district has been the big area of retail development and is the most 
ideal place. Further new development would likely be scattered around. 

 For residential, relatively speaking residential development is scattered, though there are 
existing concentrations in River Market, on the west side, in the Library District (10th & 
Baltimore), and the Freight House district.  

o Within downtown there is really not a preferable location for residential development, it 
could happen anywhere. 

o There is no real strategy for residential development, though there are many options 
available. There are places that would make sense – the East Village, North Crossroads 
(presence of many surface lots), the “Commerce Bank” parking lots (6th, 7th, 8th streets, 
Main to Central), River Market, West Bluff – there used to be housing there and DST tore 
it down to make office space. 

 Main Street is highly constrained and has a little more vibrancy and density of development, 
particularly commercial. Along Main from 8th to 13th/14th it is mainly office buildings. A streetcar 
is unlikely to alter the commercial or buying patterns here. Main is a good option because there 
is a lot of easily supported residential for mass transit.  

 Grand Boulevard is believed to have more right of way available, though not sure how this would 
impact development with a streetcar running down the middle of the road. Grand has the 
potential for more commercial development, if there were to be any. A potential issue with 
Grand is that it is one of the Boulevards in Kansas City, and there are a lot more design 
restrictions due to zoning on boulevards. These issues would have to be dealt with, but given the 
ROW along Grand, there may be more opportunity for development. 

 The convention center district ties into what will be the Kaufman Performing Arts Center and the 
downtown hotel corridor is also an area of interest for development to consider. 

 In general, the farther east you move, with regard to the proximity to the minority community 
and the identification of crime, there tend to be more issues.  
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3. Please describe what you see as the strategy and vision for economic development in the downtown 

area. How, if at all, does transit related development factor in? 
 

 There is a vision, but currently no strategy to implement it. 

 North Crossroads supports the area with all of the investment in the P&L district and other things 

 There are currently discussions going on regarding housing strategies for the city – the 
Downtown Council has an agreement to convene a strategy session with some real estate 
developers in the city to see how they would go about developing housing downtown and where 
they would do it.   

 Any strategy decision will likely have to involve community participation, and if the development 
is on a larger scale, it will need to get civic, business, and charitable assistance. No deal will likely 
happen with just the city and a developer. 

 The Downtown Council would like to increase the population from 17,000 to 30,000 within the 
next ten or so years. They will have to try to enact changes and incentives for developers because 
the process of residential development and new builds needs to become easier.  

 Light rail should be a goal – need to begin to provide people alternatives to having cars, 
particularly the younger people who want to live downtown and do not want to own cars. The 
current bus system is not ideal. 

 Focus on keeping the businesses that are already there and bringing in new ones while growing 
the existing ones as much as possible. There needs to be emphasis on trying to make the 
Crossroads area attractive for new startups in the IT area since Kansas City, Kansas and KCMO will 
be the first roll‐out of Google’s new high‐speed network, so they need to support that decision 
with business activity. 

 
4. To what extent do you see development happening over and above what is already planned if 

streetcar service is enacted? A lot? A little? What type – residential or office? Does it depend on where 
the line goes or how long it is? Do you think that where a streetcar is located could significantly 
impact these locational trends and the level of development activity in the next 3 to 7 years? 

 

 The streetcar could have a large impact, primarily on residential development. The location of the 
streetcar will spur development, which is why it is so important to put it in the right place.  

 Does not see a lot of potential for office development, maybe more of a first floor walk up, but 
with the high vacancy rates there is little potential for new development; however, there is likely 
an opportunity to fill some of the spaces that are currently vacant. If it were one leg of a larger 
regional light rail system, there would be more potential to develop office space. At the current 
level, it is essentially a pedestrian mover and could be beneficial to people in town for 
conventions. 

 It is unfortunate that the system would be as short as it is, as extending the line to  Country Club 
Plaza would be better because it brings in another residential base and allows for the movement 
of employees. There is not a lot of housing between Crown Center and the Downtown Loop, so 
there would be no residential base to pull ridership from. 

 None of the lines currently in play are movers of people from their homes to their places of 
employment. 

 Don’t think that the streetcar would spur office development, but would likely spur 
commercial/retail and residential.  
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 The walk from the convention center area to the Power & Light district is about 10 to 15 minutes. 
While the streetcar does not serve the East to West market to get over there, there would be a 
lot of opportunity in the future. 

 Getting maximum investment on the blocks immediately facing the line is the big priority.  

 It seems as though Main would do relatively well regardless of the presence of the streetcar so it 
would have a higher positive differentiation being located on Grand than Main. 

 Initially, growth would be slow but the streetcar is an announcement that this is where the mass 
transit will be, which should attract people in to begin filling in the office and residential spaces 
within 3 to 4 blocks of either side of the final alignment. Main would be better than Grand in this 
regard. Main also gets closer to the Convention Center, which brings in tourists to move around 
via the streetcar. There is more available space on Main, with many large institutions on Grand 
that will not move and more parcels and vacant space on Main that can be developed.  

 
5. Do you think building a streetcar could take the place of other economic development subsidies such 

as tax credits or tax abatement, or do you think those would also still be needed to induce /increase 
residential development downtown? What about office development? 

 

 At the time being, there is going to be a need for the subsidies, so if all of the development 
subsidies go into developing the streetcar, there will be no further development. Hopefully in 
time, the need for subsidies will go away, but for now they are still necessary to spur 
development. 

 In terms of development of projects, there is not much in the way of new projects, most of the 
current developments are using historic tax credits and other forms of public gap financing to 
make things happen. Missouri is looking to cut back on tax programs for historic/brownfield 
restoration, which is a concern for this area. 

 The subsidy still needs to be there in the future. The rents are so low on commercial and office 
fronts that the only way to make them work is with public subsidy. One thing to look for is an 
uptick in the level of activity on the private development side and if there is an increase in the 
amount of equity that the private developers would be willing to put in, this is the only possible 
way to get rid of the subsidy. Development downtown is inherently more expensive than 
elsewhere. The streetcar may help, because it could cut down on higher level parking garages, 
which are much more costly than surface parking lots.  

 The hope is that there will be an increase in activity and equity. There are a few things happening 
that will hopefully increase interest in the downtown area – the Kaufman Center for the 
Performing Arts, the city is still working on trying to get a convention hotel which could have a 
synergistic effect with the streetcar line. 

 Unlikely that will be able to have less in terms of incentives due to the large price differential on 
land inside and outside of the downtown area – it is approximately $40 per square foot to buy 
land downtown and about $1.10 in the suburbs. In the suburbs, there is no real displacement 
cost as there is in downtown. There needs to be some sort of offsetting abatements or TIF in the 
downtown area. The streetcar could help with spending, but it would still not even be close to 
suburban locations. 
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6. Do you or the real estate/business community see any significant difference in likely market responses 
to building the streetcar line along Main Street vs. Grand Avenue? Which one is preferable and what 
are the factors determining your response? 

 

 Need to look at the viability of the businesses on Main but if there is a good, strong business on 
either street, it won’t be affected much.  

 The goal is to get people moving in, and with a streetcar that will move folks along the 2 mile 
stretch, there are big considerations for which street accommodates mixed use the best. 

 When all of these are aggregated, Main seems to have more opportunity, and Grand doesn’t 
serve the convention center, or the residential base as well as Main Street does. To hit the largest 
current residential neighborhoods, Grand would be too far away. 

 The availability of ready to go development sites is advantageous for either Grand or Main. They 
are equally accessible to all of the points of interest, so a focus should be on what could generate 
the most substantive development immediately on the block face. 

 Main and Grand are the best options, the primary goal should be to get as much pedestrian 
traffic and development potential along the routes, and these two are the best. The actual 
people‐moving distance of the service is not that far. 

 
Grand 

 Grand does not make sense. Walnut would have made more sense, since some of the users are 
going to be convention goers, and from Bartle over to Grand is still a haul, probably more than 
necessary to entice the convention goers.  

 Grand does not serve the residential community, though there is more today than there was 
previously on the south half.  

 The interruption of having this in front of the Sprint Center (along Grand) would be a huge 
mistake if you expect to keep money in the downtown area. You want people to come out of the 
Sprint Center and go spend money, not hop on a trolley and go home. 

 In the River Market area, Delaware Street is pretty developed, but along the Grand alignment 
there is nothing in the River Market. Most of the people are on Delaware and Wyandotte, and 
they would have to walk 4 or 5 blocks on the Grand alignment, and thus would likely not use it. 
The only opportunity in the River Market is on the west side. 

 Grand has a bit of property, but it is also mostly fully developed up to Sprint Center. There may 
be opportunity for office there, but not as much for residential. 

 On Grand, there may be some additional opportunity closer to Hospital Hill. There is some 
available land, though one of the universities may want to build student housing down there.  

 Main may not serve the government areas well, which is one positive for Grand, but how many of 
the government employees would ride? Does it take them somewhere that they need to go? 
Tourists are always a big user of trolleys, so it is important to try to capture the tourist market. 

 Of the two corridors, Grand has the greater potential to be a catalyst for new development based 
on spacing, lot availability, vacancies, etc. There is more availability on Grand than Main. 

 Grand currently has more housing than Main, though Main goes right next to the Library District 
which has housing, but not directly on the alignment.  

 If the goal is to ignite development possibilities that do not currently exist, there is more 
opportunity for that along Grand than Main. 

 Grand would be less intrusive to auto traffic, though it is wide enough to be slightly intimidating 
to pedestrians trying to cross. 
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Main 

 Main still has quite a few surface parking lots that could be used for future development. 

 Main is landlocked, the biggest buildings are all built on Main, though some of the newer 
buildings are on Walnut. 

 Inside the loop, Main St, with the exception of 7th and 8th, is fully developed. Tower Properties 
owns the land that is available but they are not inclined to do any development besides 
employee parking. 

 Outside the loop going south, Main Street is basically vacant parking lots until the TWA building, 
so there is a lot of opportunity for development. On Grand, the KC Star owns the land, and likely 
would not be willing to give up property. 

 Toward Crown Center, there is more opportunity on Main in the Freight House district where 
Lydia’s and Jack Stack are, there is lots of space.  

 Running the line straight through the middle of Crown Center may be bad as well. On Main, it is 
right next door, not far away and there is a skywalk connection to get from Crown Center to 
Union Station. This can be done at Grand as well, but it is a further walk, and people in the area 
do not like to walk far, so the less they need to walk, the more likely they are to use the service. 

 
7. Can you please identify the biggest landowners/developers/businesses promoting specific large scale 

development projects in the “downtown” and where their holdings are located? Have any specifically 
indicated support for a streetcar and a specific preference for its route? (Main or Grand) 

 

 Tower Properties is a big owner 

 On Grand, it would be a mistake to have really great transit right in front of the Sprint Center 
because it will not allow for the capturing of people in town for events to spend additional 
money at restaurants and bars. 

 Some people have concerns about Main, that it will be developed and no one will be able to 
access their parking lots, but that is part of progress. 

 Copaken Brooks is a major developer in Downtown. They have cleared a block on Grand and 12th 
or 13th that is ready for development, but they need a tenant.  

 There is a small, currently undeveloped piece of land that is currently a parking lot for one office 
building and Union Station, east of the BCBS building, on the Union Station Property, almost 
directly between Main and Grand, which could be built out for air rights. 

 Have not heard anything about who is for or against it, though Cordish (the controller of the P&L 
district) does not like either alternative because it will destroy the market while being build.  

 
8. Do you think new residential development (as opposed to old building renovations/conversions) is 

economically viable anywhere downtown without subsidies? Where? What type of construction and 
would it be for sale or rental? What about other types of development, e.g. office? 

 

 Not at this point, more development is necessary to possibly remove subsidies in the future if 
enough development happens and raises market prices sufficiently. 

 There is an abundance of lofts, and very few more options in the downtown area for conversions. 
Also, a few of the buildings that do have opportunity for conversion have parking issues. 

 Streetcar will not solve the bigger issue of mobility in Kansas City, but it is a starting point 

 No, it is not economically viable without credits. Development in the downtown area is 
inherently more expensive. The historic renovation tax credits have made the renovation of some 
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buildings economically viable. However, for buildings coming out of the ground, it is really too 
expensive. Streetcar may make this easier, but it would not offset the costs.  

 A streetcar could help change the perception of downtown, help to prioritize economic 
development, help with the convention business, and may help get a hotel for the convention 
business as it would give developers the sense that the city is committed to residential 
development. However, it would still not offset the other costs. 
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Technical Memorandum 

Environmental Review 

 

Executive Summary 
This documents a review of key environmental factors associated with five alternatives combinations of 
alignment and transit technology in the downtown area of Kansas City, Missouri.  While this review 
follows the checklist for a documented Categorical Exclusion (DCE) environmental action, this review is 
not intended to be a DCE. 

 
In summary, no significant environmental issues are shown for any of the alternatives. 
 

Project Description 
The purpose of this section is to provide an early, reconnaissance level identification of issues related to 
environmental compliance for candidate alignments being considered apart of the Downtown Kansas 
City Corridor Alternatives Analysis. Preparation of future NEPA analyses and documentation will be 
necessary if a project is moved forward with the intent to pursue federal funding for the project, or if 
there is another federal nexus for the project. This overview presents a broad view of the environmental 
compliance requirements that would likely be required. While this review follows the checklist for a 
documented Categorical Exclusion (DCE) environmental action, this review is not intended to be a DCE. 
 
This AA is intended to identify an alignment and modal technology from among these five alternatives: 

1. No Build 

2. Grand Avenue with streetcar 

3. Main Street with streetcar 

4. Main Street with bus 

5. Grand Avenue with bus 
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Figure 1 and Figure 2 show, respectively, the streetcar and bus alternatives on Grand Avenue and Main 
Street.  As part of the streetcar alternatives, a new vehicle maintenance facility will be part of the 
project.1  Since a location for such a facility has not been determined the environmental review of that 
facility has not been factored into this analysis.  As many of the potential locations are in low‐impact 
areas it is not anticipated that a given site will materially impact the environmental aspects of this 
review. 2 
 

   

                                                            
1  The  two  bus  alternatives would  use  the  existing  KCATA  facility  located  near  East  18th  and  Forest 
Avenues in Kansas City, Missouri. 
2 See Maintenance Facility Siting Report – Final, HDR Engineering, Inc., July 2011 
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Figure 1: Alternative Downtown Kansas City Streetcar Alignments 
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Figure 2: Alternative Downtown Kansas City Bus Alignments 
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Assessment of Environmental Resource Impact 
This provides a cursory review of key regulatory areas that are typically considered in a Documented 
Categorical Exclusion (DCE). 
 
Table 4 at the end of the section compares and summarizes the issues associated with this 
environmental review.   

 

Location and Zoning 
The work of the Tier 1 Screening associated with this study, indicates that alternatives shown earlier are 
compliant with local zoning and planning.   
 

Traffic and Parking 
Main Street and Grand Boulevard are the main north‐south arterial streets within the study corridor.  
They are spine roads serving the heart of the Kansas City central business district.  They also intersect 
with numerous important east‐west streets over the two‐mile study corridor.  
 
As can be seen in Figure 3, Grand Boulevard ties into Riverfront Drive on the north end and runs south 
the entire length of the study corridor.  North of the Downtown Loop, it is generally a two‐lane street 
with parking on both sides.  Within the Loop, it widens to a six‐lane street; however, the outside lanes 
are often used for parking in this section.  The recently reconstructed portions of Grand Boulevard near 
the Sprint Center carry four lanes, with left turn‐lanes.  South of the Loop, Grand Boulevard is again a 
six‐lane street, with parking often occupying the outside lanes, until it reaches Crown Center/Pershing 
Boulevard.  From Crown Center south, it is a four‐lane roadway with left turn‐lanes and no parking on 
either side.  The speed limit on Grand Boulevard is 35 mph.  Daily traffic volumes on Grand Boulevard 
range from approximately 8,000 vehicles at the north end of the Downtown Loop, to 14,000 vehicles 
near the Sprint Center.  South of the Loop, the volumes are near 12,000 vehicles.  
 
Within the Downtown Loop, Main Street varies in width from four to six lanes, with parking on both 
sides in many, but not all areas.  There are few intersections with turn lanes.  A southbound bus lane is 
marked from near 10th Street to the southern edge of the Loop.  However, this lane is typically used by 
both buses and the general public even during the hours it is officially in operation.  At the north edge of 
the Loop, Main Street passes over I‐70 to connect with Delaware Street.  Delaware Street continues 
north to 3rd Street.  South of the loop, Main Street carries between two and three southbound lanes and 
between one and three northbound lanes, depending on the location.  Again, part of the corridor has a 
marked southbound bus‐lane and there is parking on one or both sides for part of this section.  The 
speed limit on Main Street is 35 mph.  Daily traffic volumes on Main Street within the Loop range from 
just over 4,000 vehicles near I‐70 to over 8,000 vehicles at the south edge of the Loop.  South of the 
Loop, the volumes increase to over 10,000 vehicles per day. 
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Figure 3: Study Area Traffic Volumes 

 
 
There are several major east‐west cross‐street pairs serving the Loop.  One pair is 10th Street (one‐way 
eastbound) and 11th Street (one‐way westbound).  This pair carries traffic to and from a series of I‐70 / 
US‐71 freeway ramps at the east edge of the Loop, as well as local destinations east of the Loop.  A 
second pair is 12th Street (one‐way eastbound) and 13th Street (one‐way westbound).  Of these two 
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streets, 13th Street carries the larger volume of traffic because it has a direct ramp connection from I‐70 
westbound (on the east side of the Loop).  12th Street provides the only full‐access interchange on the 
west side of the Loop.  The one‐way Truman Road sections that parallel I‐670 at the south edge of the 
Loop provide another key pair of directional routes, with ramps to and from I‐670.   
 
South of the Loop, 19th Street (extending from Southwest Boulevard) and 20th Street provide an 
important connection to/from the west.  22nd Street provides a key link to the east (US‐71 and beyond) 
and Pershing Road connects locations at the southern end of the corridor.  
 
In the future, weekday traffic volumes on Main Street and Grand Boulevard are expected to increase 
due to continued downtown development and re‐development.  However, by opening day in 2015 it is 
not expected that traffic will increase by more than three to five percent.  Thus, the current volumes 
with some modest background growth can be used for an initial planning level traffic operations 
analysis. 
 
As part of this analysis, it is important to consider peak‐hour capacity issues and how they would relate 
to new BRT or streetcar service on either Main Street or Grand Boulevard.  This evaluation must also 
take into consideration parking plans for the corridor. Specifically, there are discussions regarding the 
elimination of peak hour parking restrictions on one or both streets.  The current parking on Main Street 
and Grand Boulevard (by restriction type) is shown in Figure 4.  This parking change could reduce the 
number of travel lanes (or at least through travel lanes) in one or both directions.   
 

Streetcar Operations 
The streetcar vehicles would travel in a standard drive lane on either Main Street or Grand Boulevard.  
The streetcar would affect roadway capacity in a manner similar to a bus traveling in the drive lane, 
including lane blockages during passenger boarding and alighting.   It would therefore not be expected 
to substantially reduce the roadway speeds or capacity when compared with bus operations. 
 
What could affect roadway capacity is the manner in which parking is treated.  Parking adjustments of 
some type would likely be required with the streetcar alternatives. Either parking would need to be 
eliminated, so that the streetcar can run in the outside curb lane, or the parking would need to be made 
permanent so that the streetcar is in the outside travel lane, with curb extensions (bump‐outs) at stop 
locations.  (A third option, locating the streetcar tracks within a flush median and providing station 
platforms in the median, would – from a parking perspective – operate as a hybrid of the two, allowing 
parking to remain flexible in one direction.) Given the existing roadway capacity, in the two corridors, 
either option is feasible in the near‐term.  At a planning level, the near‐term traffic volumes do not 
require more than two through lanes in either direction.  Thus the third lane (where present) could be 
converted to full‐time parking spaces without time of day restrictions.  Where only two lanes are 
present, they would both be required.  In addition, parking restrictions may be required to allow for 
turn‐lanes at critical intersections.  In the longer term there may be segments, especially within the 
Loop, where it is important to maintain a third continuous lane even if it is only for turning traffic.  This 
would need to be investigated further in the detailed planning and design phases. 
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Figure 4: Alignment Parking Locations 

 
 
 
Overall, based on the current traffic volumes in both corridors, it appears that there is sufficient capacity 
to support the addition of the streetcar in either corridor. If parking adjustments are made such that 
only two lanes are available in both directions on the street to be served by the streetcar, then placing 
the streetcar on Main Street would be preferred as it has lower current and projected future volumes.  
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However, if parking is to be removed from Grand Boulevard, then that street could better accommodate 
the streetcar from a roadway capacity standpoint.  Conversely, that removal of parking would 
potentially affect a number of businesses and downtown residents/visitors.  
 

BRT Operations 
The BRT option would not require changes to all parking spaces along a block, but it would require 
adjustments that facilitate fast, high‐frequency operations and clear stop locations.  It is not expected 
that the BRT option would negatively affect either corridor in a substantial manner. 
 

Aesthetics 
Typical visual/aesthetic issues would include: 

A. Anticipated visual effects of project facilities (e.g., overhead catenary system, station platforms, 
location and visual effects of maintenance facilities, etc.) would be evaluated for the general 
corridor.  Anticipated visual effects on historic structures and public spaces (e.g., fountains, 
monuments/sculptures, plazas, etc.) also would be evaluated.  Project design efforts would 
address significant visual issues raised in the evaluation. 

B. Design of project features would typically be done to fit within the existing streetscape and 
urban environment.  The project design would need to be sensitive to the character of the 
streetscape and the general urban environment in the project area.  The project design may 
need to include enhancements or design features that would improve the visual appearance of 
the project area. 

C. The visual analysis would consider effects to key structures, resources, and vistas in the vicinity 
of the selected corridor. 

 

Air Quality 
Typically air quality issues for a transit project such as the candidate Downtown Corridor alignments 
would include: 
 

A. Air quality conformity ‐ The streetcar mode of the Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis 
Project, sponsored by KCATA (a SMART MOVES Urban Corridor), is included in Transportation 
Outlook 2040, MARCs Long‐Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  An Air Quality Analysis was 
conducted by MARC for the projects listed in the LRTP.  The LRTP AQ analysis indicated that 
regional mobile source emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) remain below the levels budgeted in the regional State Implementation Plan (SIP), while 
accounting for the roadway capacity projects listed in the 2010‐2014 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) and the LRTP as being operational by 2040.3  While the streetcar 
mode is included in the current LRTP, it is not certain if the bus alternatives are also included. 

                                                            
3  The metropolitan and statewide planning regulations that govern MARCs LRTP and TIP require projects within 

both documents to be financially constrained for the time periods each plan covers.  Regionally significant roadway 
projects and fixed-guideway transit projects must provide sufficient detail to permit an air quality analysis.  Projects 
both in the LRTP and TIP have been analyzed as a group to determine that their project air quality impacts are 
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B. Hot spot analyses may be necessary if there are significant traffic impacts at intersections. 

 
Relative to greenhouse gases and climate change, the federal and state regulatory requirements 
continue to emerge.  Generally, relatively small projects such as a streetcar or enhanced bus service do 
not have a significant effect on GHG at a global level, but they can contribute to lower VMT which can 
contribute to small improvements in local and regional air quality. 
 

Coastal Zone 
Study area is not in or near a designated coastal zone management area. 
 

Environmental Justice 
Socio‐economic data for the study corridor and nearby vicinity was examined to identify potential low‐
income and minority communities that could be affected by the proposed transportation improvement 
project.  While this effect could well be positive, it is still necessary to identify these communities and 
determine how the project might affect them.  This is in accordance with Executive Order 12898: 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low‐Income Populations.   
 
The environmental analysis prepared for the 2009 LRT evaluation also considered this issue.  That study 
employed Census 2000 data to identify Census Block Groups that met specific low‐income and minority 
population thresholds.     

                                                                                                                                                                                                
lower than a budgeted amount to ensure that the region’s air quality is not adversely affected by mobile-source 
pollution. (SOURCE: Transportation Outlook 2040; Appendix G: Air Quality Analysis) 
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Figure 5 shows how Census Block Groups in the study area were categorized with respect to meeting 
these thresholds and defining environmental justice (EJ) communities.  As shown, by overlaying the 
currently proposed BRT/streetcar alignments it is clear that the potential new service will be in 
proximity to EJ populations.  Given the nature of the project, with expected transit service and air 
quality benefits and little if any new right‐of‐way requirements, it is expected that the effect on these 
communities will be positive.  However, a comparison of the two alignments does not show that one will 
be substantially better than the other in serving these communities.   
 
Even a more detailed examination of Census 2010 minority populations at the block level (see Figure 6), 
does not show a clear distinction between the alignments.  Income data is only available at the larger 
Block Group geography, and only for the 2000 Census, so a more detailed evaluation by income is not 
possible.  As shown earlier in    
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Figure 5, this scale of data does not show a clear differentiation between the two routes.   
 
Disability data was also considered; however, neither route served this demographic group better than 
the other.  With regard to the disabled population, the streetcar alternatives are however preferable to 
BRT.  Streetcars provide low‐floor and level platform loading that would be superior to the bus boarding 
and alighting options. 
 

Hazardous Materials 
The 2009 Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives Analysis documentation was reviewed to assess the 
potential for issues related to contaminated soil and/or groundwater.4 The 2009 study included a 
complete database search of state and Federal environmental records (over 20 databases and lists) as 
well as a review of Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps.  This search identified 575 sites with the “potential to 
impact the right‐of‐way under consideration” in the over twenty mile LRT corridor, including the study 
for this alternatives analysis.  These sites were subsequently divided into four risk categories: “No”, 
“Low”, “Medium”, or “High” based on their expected potential for soil and/or groundwater impacts.  
Only the sites identified as “Medium” or “High” were presented in the documentation available for 
review.  Sites identified as No or Low were not expected to present issues for project construction and 
operation.   
 
The current study corridor is quite similar to the proposed 2009 LRT corridors in the downtown area.  
Both considered Main Street and Grand Avenue as possible routes.  Therefore it is expected that the six 
High and Medium priority sites identified for the downtown area for the 2009 study would apply to 
directly to the current evaluation.  Of the identified sites, three are along or in the vicinity of Grand, 
while one is on Main Street.  One site is on Walnut Street and the final site is just north of the project 
terminus.  The six sites are listed in the Table 1 on page 15. 
 

   

                                                            
4 Kansas City Area Transportation Authority, Light Rail Alternatives Analysis, 2009. 
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Figure 5: Locations of Environmental Justice Groups 

 

Source: Compiled from 2010 US Census 
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Figure 6: Minority Population Densities 

 

Source: 2010 US Census 
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For the bus rapid transit alternatives, very little construction will be required (e.g. shelters and signs).  
Therefore, it should be possible to avoid the sites listed above and/or implement the project without 
hazardous waste site impacts.   
 
For the streetcar alternatives, the construction will include shallow excavation to install the rails as well 
as stations, signage, and the required power lines. Most if not all of this construction is expected to 
occur within the existing public right‐of‐way.  Therefore, it should still be possible to avoid the sites 
listed above and/or implement the project without hazardous waste site impacts.   
 
Based on the available information, it does not appear that there are any major hazardous materials 
related obstacles to implementing bus rapid transit or streetcar service on either Main Street or Grand. 
The small number of sites, with the distribution noted, also does not indicate that one street alignment 
should be substantially preferred over the over with respect to hazardous materials.   
 

Navigable Waterways 
While the Missouri River is less than 1,500 feet from potential northern termini of the project 
alternatives, none are considered close enough to impact the waterway. 
 

Table 1: Locations with Potential Hazardous Materials 
Location Name Priority Description 

(quoted from 2009 LRT Study) 
899 and 901 East 1st 
Street (north of the 
proposed northern 
terminus) 

Kansas City Coal Gas  Medium “The site is listed as an active CERCLIS and voluntary cleanup program 
(VCP) site and is currently owned by Missouri Gas Energy.  The site was 
formerly the manufactured coal gas plant and known impacts at the site 
include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene (BTEX), coal tar, and 
semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs).  According to the EDR 
database report, remedial actions have taken place at the site.  No other 
information was available regarding the site.” 

1801 Walnut Street Grand at 18th DEVCO Medium “The site is listed as a VCP and Engineering/Institutional Controls 
(EC/IC) site.  Known impacts at the site include benzene, total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH), SVOCs, and volatile organic compounds.  
According to the EDR database report, monitoring and restrictive 
covenant are enacted for the site.  No other information was available 
regarding the site.” 

3920 Main Street NA - Spill Site High “The site is listed as a Spill site.  According to the EDR database report, 
a tenant at the site reported a petroleum fluid seeping through cracks in 
the building foundation.  The fire department believed the fluid be have 
been fuel oil from a unknown UST.  A test of the fluid indicated that the 
material maybe solvents from a former on-site dry cleaner.  No other 
actions were reported for the site.”   

Walnut St. and 18th St. 
(Sanborn Map Year 1963) 

Filling station with 
gasoline tanks  

High “ … it is likely a majority of the noted USTs have been removed.  
However, due to the age of the sites, UST design standards pre-dating 
the late 1980s, and the lack of significant environmental regulation prior 
to the late 1960s, it is likely that many of the USTs had releases and the 
impacted soils and groundwater were not remediated following removal 
of the USTs.  Petroleum products that may have been released at these 
historical sites has likely attenuated to a degree, but without further 
investigation, the level attenuation and impact is not known.” 

Grand Ave. and 18th St. 
(Sanborn Map Year 1963) 

Filling station with 
gasoline tanks 

High 

100 feet south of Grand 
Ave. and 20th St. 
(Sanborn Map Year 1963) 

Filling station with 
gasoline tanks 

High 

SOURCE:  Complied  by  HDR  Engineering,  Inc.  from 2009  Light  Rail  Transit  Alternatives  Analysis,  Kansas  City  Area 
Transportation Authority (KCATA) 
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Noise and Vibration 
Noise and vibration effects from buses on either Main Street or Grand Avenue would be similar to what 
exists today with the operations of the MAX and other buses in the study area.  Noise and vibration 
effects from Streetcars would be relatively similar to the effects of existing buses and trucks in the area. 
Generally noise from operations of a Streetcar are not significant in an active urban environment such as 
downtown Kansas City, but could be more significant in natural or quiet environments.  Also, it has 
generally been found that vibration is not a significant issue related to a operations of a streetcar project 
unless there is a particularly sensitive building or function along the alignment and in close proximity to 
the trackway.  Potentially sensitive receptors along the routes have not yet been specifically identified, 
but could include residences, and performance venues located very close to the tracks. Construction of 
project improvements would likely include both noise and vibration that would be short term and 
temporary in nature. 
 
If a streetcar alternative is selected, a detailed evaluation of the noise and vibration effects would be 
conducted in accordance with FTA noise and vibration analysis requirements. The evaluation would 
have several steps: 
 

1. Assess the existing noise levels along the study alignment(s). The existing noise levels are 
typically high in corridors that are along urban arterials with high traffic volumes including trucks 
and buses, and lower in areas with lower traffic volumes and fewer trucks and buses. 

2. Identify noise sensitive uses (or receptors) along the proposed alignments such as schools, 
hospitals, residences, parks, libraries, etc. Vibration sensitive uses could include research 
facilities with vibration sensitive equipment or recording studios. 

3. Develop a noise model that takes into account the local context and project the noise levels 
associated with the proposed transit improvements. The current and projected speed of the 
traffic, trucks, buses, and future transit improvements (i.e. buses or streetcars) would be a key 
factor in assessing noise and vibration effects of a proposed Streetcar project, and would be a 
key factor in determining if there were going to be increased noise levels expected to be 
generated by the Streetcar operations. 

4. If significant noise or vibration impacts were to be identified, then mitigation measures would 
be identified, evaluated and if necessary implemented. 

 

Prime and Unique Farmlands 
None of the alternatives, which are all located in or near downtown Kansas City, Missouri, involve the 
use of any prime or unique farmlands. 
 

Resources 
This section reviews issues on the biological and natural environment, cultural and historic resources as 
well as parklands. 
 

Biological and Natural 
Due to the built‐up urban environment of the study area, minimal to no impacts to natural and 
biological resources are anticipated.  For the purposes of NEPA, the typical biological and ecosystem 
issues would be addressed for both downtown alternative corridors including assessments in the topic 
areas listed below.  
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A. Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E) – No federally‐listed species or their habitats have 
been identified within the study area.  Peregrine falcons (state‐listed endangered) were released 
downtown in the late 1990s.  An active peregrine nest, located on the Commerce Tower 
Building (9th Street and Main Street) is monitored by the MDC and KCPL.  No other federal or 
state‐listed T&E species have been documented within the Study Area.   

B. Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Other Aquatic Resources – Due to the urbanized nature of 
the study area, no wetlands, natural water features, or floodplains were found to exist within or 
adjacent to the corridor alignments.  Several man‐made fountains are located throughout the 
Study Area.  Wetlands and natural water features do occur within the Missouri River corridor 
located north of the Study Area.  Project related effects would be minimal but must be 
evaluated and documented. 

C. Vegetation and Wildlife – Although the project area is urbanized, the downtown area supports 
a number of migratory birds and urban wildlife species.  In addition to the peregrine falcon, the 
American kestrel is known to nest on a number of the art‐deco buildings, while a number of owl 
and hawk species nest along the Missouri River and along the rail corridor that connects to 
Union Station.  The urban landscape includes native and non‐native vegetation located in 
landscaped roadway medians and planting beds.  These landscaped areas provide limited 
nesting habitat and could be altered or removed during construction.  Project related effects 
would be minimal but must be evaluated and documented. 

Cultural and Historic 
The analysis of historic, archaeological, and cultural resources is important due to the presence of a 
number of NRHP‐listed and NRHP‐eligible structures within the study area.  Any structure or other 
potential historic resource over 50 years of age could be eligible for protection under city, state, and 
federal historic preservation regulations.  Because historically, Streetcars were instrumental in the 
development of downtown Kansas City, reintroduction of modern streetcars would not generally be 
incompatible with the area.  
 

A. The first step in an analysis of historic resources would be to identify an area of potential effect 
(APE) for the selected alignment, followed by conducting an inventory of all previously identified 
historic and archaeological resources in the vicinity of the corridor along with those resources 
that would be eligible for listing.  According to an initial inventory completed along the two 
candidate corridors, approximately 38 structures/places are already listed on the NRHP (19 
along Main Street, 19 along Grand Avenue).  Another 40 structures/places may be considered 
eligible for listing on the NRHP (13 along Main Street, 27 along Grand Avenue).  See Figure 7 and 
Table 2.   
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Figure 7: Historic Status Sites and Parks 
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Table 2: List of Historical Sites 
Street & Block Number Building Name Eligiblity

     

GRAND BLVD
1-2nd 115 Kansas City Power and Light Power Plant E

202 Asian Market (Old Safeway warehouse) E
500 E. Third Cold Storage Bldg. E.3rd Street Listed

400 Old Town Historic District Listed
Historic City Market Area
Boundary Increase I, II, III.

500 506 Public Garage E
523 Helping Hand Institute Listed

100-24 E. Missouri The DeFeo Building E

I-70 Loop

700 100 E. 7th Western Union Building Listed
100 E. Admiral Buick Building Lofts Listed

718 Grand Auto Park Building E
719 White Castle E

800 811 US Courthouse and Post Office Listed
818 Scarritt Building Listed

900 900 Rialto Building E
903 Grand Avenue Temple and Office Building Listed
910 Beckham Building E
913 Benton Building E
916 City National Garage E
923 Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City Listed
928 RA Long Building Listed

E
1000

1006 The Gates Building Listed
1007 Gardiner Lathrop Building E

1100 1101 Professional Building  Listed
1102 Bryant Building Listed
1110 The Rock Building E
1111 Gate City National Bank Listed
1125 Traders National Bank Building E
1126 Palace Clothing Co. Bldg. (1126-1128) Listed

1200 1200 Bonfils Building Listed

Table continued 
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Table continued

Midtown Area

1500 1500 The Tempo Company Building E
1524 Automobile Merchandising Corporation Building E

1600 1600 The Mitchell Motor Company Building E

1700 1709-1729 The Kansas City Star Building E
1800 1801-1805 City Bank Building Listed

1824 William Pitman Confectioner Building E

2000 2000 The Fisk Rubber Company Building E
2001 Firestone Building Listed
2008 Isle Orthotic Building E
2030 Anderson Photography Building E

2100 2101 Coca Cola Listed
2110 Overland Automobile Company Building E

2200

2300 2341 1970s future eleigibilty E
2345 Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Building E

Subway access to Union Station E
2400 Crown Center Development E

MAIN STREET
200-400 Old Town Historic District Listed

Boundary Increases I,  II, and III

500 200 W. 5th Street Richards and Conover Hardware Co, Bldg. Listed

600-700 I-70 Loop

800 8th and Main Muse of the Missouri  statue E

900 District 9th and Baltimore Historic District Listed
20  W. 9th Street New York Life Building Listed

911 Commerce Tower E

1000 15 W. 10th Street Land Bank Building Listed
1044 George B. Peck Dry Goods Co. Bldg. Listed

1100 11th and Petticoat Harzfeld Building E
106 W. 11th Street Continental Hotel

Table continued 
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Table continued 

1200 1232 Loew's Midland Theatre Listed
25 E. 12th Street Chambers Building Listed

1300 1327-1325 Baltimore President Hotel Listed

1400 1400 Mainstreet Theatre Listed

Midtown Area

1500 1501 Baltimore Lowe & Campbell Building E
1520 Lane Blue Print Co. Building E

1600 1610 Bldg. W/Cast Iron Front E
1617 NARA E
1627 MainMark Building E

1700 1712 Globe Storage and Transfer Co. Bldg. Listed
1740 TWA World Headquarters Bldg. Listed

1800 1822 ? E

1900 1904-1906 Monroe Hotel Listed
1908 Thomas J.Pendergast HQ Building Listed
1922 Rieger Hotel Listed
1925 Midwest Hotel Listed

2000

2100s 2100 Walnut Belger complex  (3 buildings) E
E. 21st Street Lemp Brewery Building E

Crossroads Freighthouse District Listed

Pershing Ave. Union Station  (Main and Pershing) Listed
Pershing Building E

W. 26th Street 100 Liberty Memorial Listed
Penn Valley Park E
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A. Because of the density of development within the study area, archaeological resources may be 
less prevalent, though not less important.  Remnants of past development – previous streetcar 
system, infrastructure, early settlements – may be encountered during construction.  The 
potential to encounter such resources along with their probable location would be identified 
and documented. 

B. The next step would be to evaluate the possible effects of the proposed project on the identified 
resources and/or districts.  Effects to each eligible or listed property would be defined as “no 
effect, no adverse effect, or adverse effect”.  Significant focus would be on any resources where 
there could be “adverse effects”. 

C. Consultation between the project sponsors, FTA, and the Missouri State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) would be necessary.  Tribal consultation, with FTA as the lead agency, would also 
be required.  

D. If the project would have an “adverse effect” on any resource(s), then more extensive 
consultation would be required between FTA and the SHPO.  

E. A technical memorandum and memorandum of understanding (MOU) would be prepared to 
document the historic analysis, consultation, findings, and mitigation commitments if any.  This 
information also would be included in a Section 4(f) Evaluation developed for the project 
(described below). 

 

Parklands 
A typical parklands analysis during project development for both downtown alternative corridors would 
identify parks and recreation areas in the vicinity of the proposed project and assess any potential 
effects of the project improvements.  

A. Kansas City Parks and Recreation Department (KCPRD) has jurisdiction over parks, recreation 
areas, boulevards, parkways, statues, fountains, and memorials.  A number of parks, memorials, 
and fountains are located within and/or adjacent to the downtown alternative corridors (see, 
again, Figure 7 as well as Figure 8).  Direct and indirect impacts to these resources would need 
to be addressed along with mitigation, as appropriate, for unavoidable impacts under Section 
4(f) (see below).  Early coordination with KCPRD is encouraged.  (See Table 3) 

B. Federal regulation known as “Section 4(f)” is from the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) Act of 1966 address the use of “public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges and historic sites” by transportation projects.  In 1983 and 2005 the Act was amended 
and codified in 49 USC Section 303.  It states in part that it is the policy of the United States 
Government that special effort is made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and 
public park and recreation lands…and historic sites.  This regulation requires that the USDOT 
(and any project supported by USDOT funds) avoid “use” of Section 4(f) properties unless there 
is no feasible and prudent alternative to using the land or unless the impact will be de minimis.  
A de minimis impact is defined as an impact that would not adversely affect the features, 
attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f).  

C. Federal regulation known as “Section 6(f)” is from the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF) Act of 1965 as amended (Public Law 88‐578; 16 U.S.C. 4601‐4 et seq.).  The LWCF 
established a funding source for both Federal acquisition of park and recreation lands and a 
matching grant program for state and local governments to fund recreation planning, 
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acquisition, and development.  It states that no property acquired or developed with LWCF 
assistance shall be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses without the approval 
of the Secretary of the Department of the Interior, and only if he/she finds it to be in accord with 
the then existing SCORP and only upon such conditions as he/she deems necessary to assure the 
substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably 
equivalent usefulness and location.  This regulation requires that any Federal action (regardless 
of the federal agency involved) avoid the conversion of Section 6(f) properties for non‐outdoor 
recreational uses unless other comparable properties (in terms of size, location, function, and 
value) can be provided as replacement for the affected property.  The property occupied by 
Oppenstein Brothers Memorial Park, located at E. 12th Street and Walnut Street, was acquired 
with LWCF money in 1979.   

 

Table 3: Properties under the Jurisdiction of KCPRD 
Property Name and Address Adjacent to Downtown Corridor 

Alternative 

Main Avenue  Grand Avenue

Parks / Memorials / Fountains / Trails 

Memorial  Hill  Park  /  Liberty  Memorial  /  Liberty  Memorial; 
Fountains 
(Main and Pershing Road) 

NO NO

Oppenstein Brothers Memorial Park 
(E. 12th Street and Walnut) 

NO NO

Washington Square Park 
(Pershing Road and Grand Boulevard) 

YES YES

Henry Wollman Bloch Fountain 
(Pershing Road and Main) 

NO NO

David Woods Kemper Memorial Fountain “Muse of the Missouri”
(E. 8th Street and Main) 

YES NO

“The Vision” Fountain 
(E. 5th Street and Main) 

YES NO

Unfunded 18th Street Trail  
(Wyandotte eastward past US 71)  

YES (crosses) YES (crosses)

Roads / Boulevards / Parkways 

12th Street 
(400 W Broadway to 3200 E Benton Boulevard) 

YES (crosses) YES (crosses)

23rd Street 
(Grand to Cherry) 

NO YES

Grand Boulevard 
(E 28th Street and Main to Missouri River/Levee Road) 

NO YES

Pershing Road 
(Gillham Road and 25th Street north and west to West Pennway) 

YES YES

SOURCE:  Kansas City, Missouri Parks and Recreation Reference Book, 2009  
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Figure 8: Riverfront Heritage Trail  

 

 

Seismic 
There are no known seismic conditions associated with the alternatives. However, all projects would be 
designed to applicable seismic standards.  
 

Water Quality and Hydrology 
Issues related to water quality and hydrology for projects such as the downtown alternative corridors 
would include project related stormwater runoff and water quality issues related to stormwater 
management.  

A. No floodplains or waters of the U.S. are crossed by either alignment.   

B. The City of Kansas City, Missouri has a combined sewer system.  The City is currently 
implementing an Overflow Control Plan that was developed to meet regulatory requirements 
put forth by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources (MDNR) related to minimizing overflows from the combined sewer and 
separate sewer systems.  Under the 2010 Consent Decree, Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) 
control measures were identified for implementation by drainage basin.  Consideration of the 
potential effects of the selected alternative on downstream receiving waters would be required.  
Because the Study Area is located within the Turkey Creek/Central Industrial District Basin 



 

Regional Alternative Analysis:     
Downtown Corridor – Environmental Review 
Page 25 

identified in the Consent Decree, green infrastructure solutions as well as construction best 
management practices (BMPs) would need to be identified for the selected alternative and 
required for implementation as part of the project design. 

Construction Impacts 
The effects of construction would vary, depending on the selected project. If either of the bus 
alternatives is selected, there would be limited new construction in the study area for project 
improvements. If either of the Streetcar Alternatives is selected, there would be short‐term construction 
in the study area including the trackway, stops, power substations, overhead centenary, a maintenance 
facility and related improvements. Construction would generally be within the street right‐of‐way, and 
would take approximately 2 years from the beginning of construction to operations. Construction 
methods could be employed that would limit construction in any one location to a much shorter period. 
Primary effects of construction would be to traffic, parking, and access in the vicinity of the project 
improvements. Access to adjacent uses could be maintained to all uses during construction. 
 
Construction of the project would generate local jobs during the construction period and could provide 
economic benefits to businesses that support the construction efforts. Conversely temporary 
construction activities can disrupt business operations in the vicinity of the construction area.  
 

Property Acquisition 
Generally, none of the alternatives will require the acquisition of property.  However, some of the 
alternatives involving the Streetcar mode may require the acquisition of property for a vehicle 
maintenance and storage facility.  Most of the sites under consideration are publicly owned. 
 
 

Conclusions 
Table 5 shows a summary of findings from the above environmental review.  All of the alternatives show 
no significant issues.  Under Air Quality, the issue is uncertainty as to whether the bus alternatives are 
included in the LRTP. 
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Table 4: Comparison of Alternatives
Environment
al Measure 

Bus Alternatives Streetcar Alternatives 
Main Street Alignment Grand Avenue Alignment Main Street Alignment Grand Avenue Alignment

Visual/ 
Aesthetics 

 No catenary system  No catenary system  Overhead catenary system 
added to corridor 

 Overhead catenary system 
added to corridor 

 Catenary system may result 
in greater visual impact due 
to higher number of NRHP-
eligible properties (see 
historic and cultural) 

Air  
Quality 

 Operation emissions - diesel 
engines would contribute 
emissions (CO, NOx, SOx, 
VOCs, PM). 

 Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and equipment 
(CO, NOx, SOx, VOCs, PM) 

 Due to existing constrained 
roadway capacity, may 
require hot spot analyses at 
major intersections. 

 Operation emissions - diesel 
engines would contribute 
emissions (CO, NOx, SOx, 
VOCs, PM). 

 Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and equipment 
(CO, NOx, SOx, VOCs, PM) 

 

 Operation emissions - 
electric engines would 
contribute no emissions. 

 Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and equipment 
(CO, NOx, SOx, VOCs, PM) 

 Due to existing constrained 
roadway capacity, may 
require hot spot analyses at 
major intersections. 

 Operation emissions - 
electric engines would 
contribute no emissions. 

 Construction emissions – 
fugitive dust and equipment 
(CO, NOx, SOx, VOCs, PM) 

 

Noise 
 and  
Vibration 

 Noise from buses would 
be similar to existing bus 
operations 

 

 Noise from buses would 
be similar to existing bus 
operations 

 Noise from Streetcar 
operations would be 
generally similar to trucks 
and buses operating in 
the streets 

 Noise analysis would be 
necessary where there 
are sensitive receptors 
along the route such as 
Residential uses. 

 Noise from Streetcar 
operations would be 
generally similar to trucks 
and buses operating in 
the streets 

 Noise analysis would be 
necessary where there 
are sensitive receptors 
along the route such as 
Residential uses. 
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Environmental 
Measure 

Bus Alternatives Streetcar Alternatives 
Main Street Alignment Grand Avenue 

Alignment 
Main Street Alignment Grand Avenue Alignment 

Historic and Cultural   19 NRHP-listed 
properties 

 13 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

 19 NRHP-listed 
properties 

 27 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

 19 NRHP-listed properties 
 13 NRHP-eligible properties 

 

 19 NRHP-listed properties 
 27 NRHP-eligible properties 

 

Parks (& Section 
4(f)/6(f)) 

 1 park 
 2 fountains 
 1 trail crossing 
 2 KCPRD 

pkwy/blvds 
 No 6(f) properties 

 1 park 
 1 trail crossing 
 4 KCPRD 

pkwy/blvds 
(including Grand) 

 No 6(f) properties 

 1 park 
 2 fountains 
 1 trail crossing 
 2 KCPRD pkwy/blvds 
 No 6(f) properties 

 1 park 
 1 trail crossing 
 4 KCPRD pkwy/blvds (including 

Grand) 
 No 6(f) properties 

Natural Resources same same same same 
Biological Resources  Peregrine falcon 

nest, Commerce 
Tower 

  Peregrine falcon nest, 
Commerce Tower 

 

Water Quality same same same same 
Prop. Acquisitions none none none none 
Construction  There would be 

limited construction 
of new transit 
facilities with the bus 
alternatives 

 

 There would be 
limited construction 
of new transit 
facilities with the bus 
alternatives 

 

 Construction of new 
trackway, stops, maintenance 
facility and related 
improvements 

 Construction would be almost 
exclusively within the street 
right-of-way. 

 Construction effects would be 
temporary and could take 
approximately 2 years overall, 
but could be shorter in any 
single location 

 Key construction effects 
would be to traffic, parking 
and access to uses adjacent 
to the improvements 

 Construction of new trackway, 
stops, maintenance facility and 
related improvements 

 Construction would be almost 
exclusively within the street right-
of-way  

 Construction effects would be 
temporary and could take 
approximately 2 years overall, but 
could be much shorter in any 
single location 

 Key construction effects would be 
to traffic, parking and access to 
uses adjacent to the 
improvements. 
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Table 5: Summary of Environmental Review 
Environmental Resource  Alternative Issues Comments

No Build Bus Streetcar

Grand Main Grand  Main

Location and Zoning   

Traffic and Parking   

Aesthetics   

Air Quality   

Coastal Zone    No coastal areas

Environmental Justice   

Hazardous Materials   

Navigable Waterways   

Noise and Vibration   

Prime and Unique Farmlands   

Biological and Natural Resources    No wetlands

Cultural and Historic Resources   

Parklands   

Seismic   

Water Quality and Hydrology   

Construction Impacts   

Property Acquisition    Only for maintenance facility

 

Key    No issues 

  Some issues 

  Issues 
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Traffic and Parking Summary 

 
Main Street and Grand Boulevard are  the main north‐south arterial  streets within  the  study corridor.  
They are spine roads serving the heart of the Kansas City central business district.   They also  intersect 
with numerous important east‐west streets over the two‐mile study corridor.  
 
As can be seen in Figure 1, Grand Boulevard ties into Riverfront Drive on the north end and runs south 
the entire  length of the study corridor.   North of the Downtown Loop,  it  is generally a two‐lane street 
with parking on both sides.  Within the Loop, it widens to a six‐lane street; however, the outside lanes 
are often used for parking in this section.  The recently reconstructed portions of Grand Boulevard near 
the Sprint Center carry four  lanes, with  left turn‐lanes.   South of the Loop, Grand Boulevard  is again a 
six‐lane street, with parking often occupying the outside  lanes, until  it reaches Crown Center/Pershing 
Boulevard.   From Crown Center south,  it  is a four‐lane roadway with  left turn‐lanes and no parking on 
either side.   The speed  limit on Grand Boulevard  is 35 mph.   Daily traffic volumes on Grand Boulevard 
range  from approximately 8,000 vehicles at  the north end of  the Downtown Loop,  to 14,000 vehicles 
near the Sprint Center.  South of the Loop, the volumes are near 12,000 vehicles.  
 
Within  the Downtown Loop, Main Street varies  in width  from  four  to  six  lanes, with parking on both 
sides in many, but not all areas.  There are few intersections with turn lanes.  A southbound bus lane is 
marked from near 10th Street to the southern edge of the Loop.  However, this lane is typically used by 
both buses and the general public even during the hours it is officially in operation.  At the north edge of 
the  Loop, Main  Street passes over  I‐70  to  connect with Delaware  Street.   Delaware  Street  continues 
north to 3rd Street.  South of the loop, Main Street carries between two and three southbound lanes and 
between one and three northbound lanes, depending on the location.  Again, part of the corridor has a 
marked  southbound bus‐lane and  there  is parking on one or both  sides  for part of  this  section.   The 
speed limit on Main Street is 35 mph.  Daily traffic volumes on Main Street within the Loop range from 
just over 4,000 vehicles near  I‐70  to over 8,000 vehicles at  the south edge of  the Loop.   South of  the 
Loop, the volumes increase to over 10,000 vehicles per day. 
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Figure 1: Study Area Traffic Volumes 
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There are several major east‐west cross‐street pairs serving the Loop.  One pair is 10th Street (one‐way 
eastbound) and 11th Street (one‐way westbound).  This pair carries traffic to and from a series of I‐70 / 
US‐71  freeway  ramps at  the east edge of  the Loop, as well as  local destinations east of  the Loop.   A 
second pair  is  12th  Street  (one‐way  eastbound)  and  13th  Street  (one‐way westbound).   Of  these  two 
streets, 13th Street carries the larger volume of traffic because it has a direct ramp connection from I‐70 
westbound (on the east side of the Loop).   12th Street provides the only full‐access  interchange on the 
west side of the Loop.   The one‐way Truman Road sections that parallel I‐670 at the south edge of the 
Loop provide another key pair of directional routes, with ramps to and from I‐670.   
 
South  of  the  Loop,  19th  Street  (extending  from  Southwest  Boulevard)  and  20th  Street  provide  an 
important connection to/from the west.  22nd Street provides a key link to the east (US‐71 and beyond) 
and Pershing Road connects locations at the southern end of the corridor.       
 
In  the  future, weekday  traffic volumes on Main Street and Grand Boulevard are expected  to  increase 
due to continued downtown development and re‐development.  However, by opening day in 2015 it is 
not expected  that  traffic will  increase by more  than  three  to  five percent.   Thus,  the current volumes 
with  some  modest  background  growth  can  be  used  for  an  initial  planning  level  traffic  operations 
analysis. 
 
As part of this analysis, it is important to consider peak‐hour capacity issues and how they would relate 
to new BRT or streetcar service on either Main Street or Grand Boulevard.   This evaluation must also 
take  into consideration parking plans  for  the corridor. Specifically,  there are discussions regarding  the 
elimination of peak hour parking restrictions on one or both streets.  The current parking on Main Street 
and Grand Boulevard  (by restriction type)  is shown  in Figure 2.   This parking change could reduce the 
number of travel lanes (or at least through travel lanes) in one or both directions.   
 

Streetcar Operations 
The streetcar vehicles would travel  in a standard drive  lane on either Main Street or Grand Boulevard.  
The  streetcar would affect  roadway  capacity  in a manner  similar  to a bus  traveling  in  the drive  lane, 
including lane blockages during passenger boarding and alighting.   It would therefore not be expected 
to substantially reduce the roadway speeds or capacity when compared with bus operations. 
 
What could affect roadway capacity  is the manner  in which parking  is treated.   Parking adjustments of 
some  type would  likely be  required with  the  streetcar  alternatives. Either parking would need  to be 
eliminated, so that the streetcar can run in the outside curb lane, or the parking would need to be made 
permanent so that the streetcar  is  in the outside travel  lane, with curb extensions (bump‐outs) at stop 
locations.    (A  third  option,  locating  the  streetcar  tracks within  a  flush median  and  providing  station 
platforms in the median, would – from a parking perspective – operate as a hybrid of the two, allowing 
parking to remain flexible  in one direction.) Given the existing roadway capacity,  in the two corridors, 
either option  is  feasible  in  the near‐term.   At  a planning  level,  the near‐term  traffic  volumes do not 
require more than two through lanes  in either direction.  Thus the third lane (where present) could be 
converted  to  full‐time  parking  spaces  without  time  of  day  restrictions.   Where  only  two  lanes  are 
present, they may both be required.  In addition, parking restrictions may be required to allow for turn‐
lanes at critical  intersections.    In  the  longer  term  there may be segments, especially within  the Loop, 
where it is important to maintain a third continuous lane even if it is only for turning traffic.  This would 
need to be investigated further in the detailed planning and design phases. 
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Figure 2: Alignment Parking Locations 
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Overall, based on the current traffic volumes in both corridors, it appears that there is sufficient capacity 
to support  the addition of  the streetcar  in either corridor.  If parking adjustments are made such  that 
only two lanes are available in both directions on the street to be served by the streetcar, then placing 
the streetcar on Main Street would be preferred as it has lower current and projected future volumes.  
However, if parking is to be removed from Grand Boulevard, then that street could better accommodate 
the  streetcar  from  a  roadway  capacity  standpoint.    Conversely,  that  removal  of  parking  would 
potentially affect a number of businesses and downtown residents/visitors.  
 

BRT Operations 
The BRT option would not  require  changes  to  all parking  spaces  along  a block, but  it would  require 
adjustments that facilitate fast, high‐frequency operations and clear stop  locations.    It  is not expected 
that the BRT option would negatively affect either corridor in a substantial manner. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Assessment 

   



Comparative Walking Environment Assessment 

The Kansas City Walkability Plan (LSA Associates, Inc., adopted March 2003) established five pedestrian 

level of service (LOS) measures to assess the walkability of the city, a community, a neighborhood, or a 

specific project: directness, continuity, street crossings, visual interest and amenities, and security.  A 

comparative pedestrian assessment of the two proposed Tier 2 circulator corridor alignments will use 

the project specific pedestrian LOS criteria as established in the Walkability Plan.   The measures in a 

project‐specific assessment are generally defined as follows: 

 Directness – actual walk time compared to the minimum walk time characterized by a grid 

network. 

 Continuity – completeness of the pedestrian system with the avoidance of gaps, and integration 

with the project and surrounding uses; also includes ADA issues, separation of the sidewalk from 

the roadway with a landscaped buffer/planters, and maintenance issues. 

 Street Crossings – number of lanes to cross plus pedestrian crossing features such as crosswalks, 

pedestrian signal features, lighting, median refuge areas, and curb ramps.  Signalized and 

unsignalized crossings are evaluated, as are midblock crossings. 

 Visual Interest and Amenities – aesthetic appearance of the facilities, including presence of 

landscape/hardscape, parkways, medians, street lights, and adjacent uses, as well as the 

maintenance of the facilities. 

 Security – visual line of sight, street lighting, and separation from vehicles. 

For the purposes of this evaluation, the two corridors were divided into five districts, as follows: 

1. Union Station/Crown Center – represented by the area south of the bridge over the railroad 

tracks to Pershing Road. 

2. Crossroads Arts District – represented by the area between I‐670 (Truman Road South) and the 

bridge over the railroad tracks. 

3. Power & Light District – represented by the area between 12th Street and I‐670 (Truman Road 

South). 

4. Financial District/North Loop – represented by the area between I‐70 and 12th Street. 

5. River Market – represented by the area between 3rd Street and I‐70. 

Each district was rated for each pedestrian LOS measure on a scale of good/fair/poor.  While the 

Walkability Plan uses a rating scale from A to F, the good/fair/poor rating simplifies the scale, with LOS 

A‐B representing good, LOS C representing fair, and LOS D‐F representing poor.  The rating assessment 

for each corridor for each pedestrian LOS measure is summarized as follows: 

Directness 

The directness of the pedestrian network in each district on each corridor was assessed as good because 

each area has a grid network within one‐quarter mile of the proposed corridors and transit stations. 

 



Continuity 

Both corridors feature a complete sidewalk system along the proposed routes, with only a few minor 

sidewalk gaps in the system off of the corridors, primarily on the side streets.  For this reason, both 

corridors generally received good ratings, although some specific areas received a lesser rating of fair.  

On both corridors, the Crossroads Arts District has more maintenance issues with cracked, broken, and 

overgrown sidewalks compared to other districts.  The maintenance issues, as well as more numerous 

ADA issues in this district, led to a rating of fair.  The one rating that differed in this category between 

the two corridors was within the Financial District/North Loop.  This district was rated as good on Main 

Street, but was rated fair on Grand Avenue due to more numerous ADA and maintenance issues. 

Street Crossings 

Street crossings along each corridor can generally be rated as fair.  The widths and crossings distances 

along the two corridors are similar, although Main Street is slightly narrower through much of its length.  

Both corridors provide similar pedestrian features, including marked crosswalks, countdown pedestrian 

signals, and curb ramps.  Street crossings were assessed as fair in most districts because while features 

are provided to help pedestrians cross the street, there is room for improvement in many locations.  

Many crosswalk marking are faded, some pedestrian signals do not provide countdown indication, and a 

few signalized intersections do not provide any pedestrian signals at all.  The majority of intersections 

use a single curb ramp per corner, and many ramps do not have detectable warnings.  The district with 

the most complete street crossings is the Power & Light District.  The Crossroads Arts District along the 

Grand Boulevard corridor received a rating of poor because there are two signalized intersections 

without pedestrian signals and more curb ramp issues compared to the Main Street corridor, which was 

rated fair. 

Visual Interest and Amenities 

Although the aesthetic appearance of the pedestrian facilities along the two corridors could generally be 

rated overall as fair, the ratings within the various districts range from good in the Union Station/Crown 

Center, Power & Light, and River Market Districts, to fair in the Financial District/North Loop, to poor in 

the Crossroads Arts District.  Both corridors provide similar levels of lighting, landscaping, and 

maintenance, and no rating distinction was judged between the two corridors in each district. 

Security 

Security along the two corridors was generally judged to be good, based on lighting, and generally 

unobstructed lines of sight.  Further, while most of the sidewalks are located at the back of curb and the 

majority of the corridors do not have planters or landscape buffers, the widths of the sidewalks and 

frequent presence of on‐street parking provide sufficient separation from traffic.  Again, no distinction 

was observed for this category between the Main and Grand corridors for each of the districts. 

 

 



Comparative Bicycling Environment Assessment 

The bicycling environment along the two Tier 2 corridors is assessed based on two measures: existing 

bicycle parking facilities and the general bicycle environment and connection, which includes the various 

traffic and roadway geometric characteristics discussed previously.   

Although bicycle parking would likely be improved along the selected corridor through the incorporation 

of bicycle racks at the circulator stations, the level of existing bicycle parking is a good measure of the 

overall bicycle friendliness of the corridor.  Unfortunately, bicycle parking facilities are generally sparse 

to non‐existent along much of the two corridors, and neither corridor was clearly better than the other 

in any of the districts.  As such, the overall rating for both corridors is poor, although the districts within 

the loop were marginally better at a rating of fair. 

The current bicycling environments along the two corridors are very similar, both in terms of the traffic 

and roadway characteristics.  No designated or exclusive bicycle facilities are provided today on either 

corridor or any of the cross streets.  Although the current configurations of the two corridors would 

likely only attract experienced, confident cyclists, the environments are fair for bicycling.  The multi‐lane 

configurations in particular make it easier for motorists to pass cyclists, even those that are controlling a 

lane.  Due to the similarities of conditions and characteristics on the two corridors, no distinction can be 

made between the bicycling environment and connections along the two corridors. 
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General Walking Environment Assessment  

The Tier 2 corridors both provide generally good and 
similar walking environments.  Sidewalks are provided 
along all portions of both the Main Street and Grand 
Boulevard alignments, as well as crossing streets. How‐
ever, the quality of these facilities varies.  In some loca‐
tions, such as the Power and Light District, the quality of 
the walking environment is very high, but in others, such 
as in the Crossroads Arts District, the walking environ‐
ment is significantly poorer in terms of the quality of the 
facilities and aesthetics.  In order to support a safe, effi‐
cient, and inviting walking environment in the areas 
around the potential downtown circulator route, im‐
provements will be needed to improve the sidewalks and 
pedestrian crossings in many locations. 

General Opportunities for Improvement: 

 Sidewalk Quality — some areas provide excellent 
quality sidewalks with smooth concrete, shade, land‐
scaping, and other amenities (Photo 1 shows 14th 
Street, east of Main Street), but in other areas, side‐
walks are badly cracked, uneven, overgrown, or cov‐
ered in gravel (Photo 2 shows the Main Street side‐
walk on the west side of the street, north of 18th 
Street).  Pavers are used for the sidewalks in some 
areas, and where there are street trees, sidewalk 
pavers are uneven in some areas, which could be a 
tripping hazard or challenging to use for pedestrians 
with disabilities. 

 Curb Height — curb heights are very low in some 
places due to street overlays that occurred without 
pavement milling and extend over the top of gutter 
pans (Photo 3 shows a low curb on Grand Boulevard 
just south of 20th Street).  These locations are less 
safe for pedestrians as motor vehicles can more eas‐
ily encroach onto sidewalks. 

 Single versus Dual Curb Ramps — there are many 
locations where only a single curb ramp is provided 
on an intersection corner, but two curb ramps per 
corner would be preferred, particularly where corner 
radii are small (Photo 4 shows a corner with a single 
ramp at Grand Boulevard and 20th Street where a 
person in a wheelchair would have to move outside 
the crosswalk to access the ramp).  Corners with a 
single ramp can be challenging for persons in wheel‐
chairs or with vision disabilities, and often force a 
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pedestrian into traffic.  In some locations, the use of 
a single ramp per corner has resulted in the marked 
crosswalks not properly aligning with the ramps. 

 Curb Ramp ADA Issues — there are several locations 
along the two corridors which have intersection cor‐
ners that are missing curb ramps (Photo 5 shows the 
southeast corner of the Grand Boulevard/9th Street 
intersection does not have curb ramps). There are 
many more existing curb ramps that do not contain 
detectable warning strips (Photo 6 shows a curb 
ramp at Main Street and 10th Street without detect‐
able warning), or have the detectable warnings 
placed improperly (Photo 7 shows incomplete place‐
ment of detectable warnings at Grand Boulevard and 
Truman Road South; detectable warnings are re‐
quired for the full width of the ramp or uncurbed 
connection to the crosswalk).  Further, there are still 
other locations where the grade of an existing curb 
ramp is too steep and does not meet ADA guidelines, 
including one ramp at the 10th and Main Transit 
Plaza (Photo 8). 

 Other ADA Issues — several locations between inter‐
sections were observed with ADA issues, including 
ledges/drop‐offs along the sidewalk (Photo 9 shows a 
ledge located on Grand Boulevard south of 20th 
Street). 

 Crosswalk Markings — all intersections along the two 
corridors relied on transverse lines as the markings 
for crosswalks.  This type of marking does not stand 
out well among other pavement markings, compared 
to other crosswalk marking options such as zebra or 
ladder style markings.  Further, the existing trans‐
verse crosswalk lines were badly faded or had been 
paved/patched over and not replaced (see Photos 5‐
6 for examples). 

 Pedestrian Signals — along the two corridors, pedes‐
trian countdown timers are the predominant type of 
pedestrian signal.  However, there are some intersec‐
tions along the two corridors whose pedestrian sig‐
nals do not have countdown timers, and there are 
some signalized intersections along the southern por‐
tion of the Grand Boulevard corridor that do not 
have any pedestrian signals at all, although they do 
have marked crosswalks (Photo 4 shows there are no 
pedestrian signals at Grand Boulevard and 20th 
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Street).  Locations without pedestrian signals are dif‐
ficult for pedestrians to cross, as they may have to 
wait for a vehicle to be detected before the primary 
street traffic is required to stop, may not know when 
it is safe to cross without the pedestrian signals, and 
may not have adequate time to cross safely without 
proper pedestrian clearance intervals. 

 Pedestrian Signal and Push Button Locations — there 
were a number of locations observed where the pe‐
destrian push button was not located conveniently to 
the curb ramp and crosswalk (Photo 10 shows a push 
button located about 15 feet from the edge of the 
crosswalk at Grand Boulevard and 9th Street).  Push 
buttons at these locations were generally located on 
the closest available signal pole, but could be im‐
proved by locating them on a separate pole used ex‐
clusively for the push button.  Some intersections 
placed the pedestrian signal heads in poor locations 
where they could be blocked by vehicle traffic or 
were not on a good line of sight adjacent to a cross‐
walk (Photo 11 shows a pedestrian signal head lo‐
cated well away from the crosswalk and general pe‐
destrian line of sight on the south leg of the Grand 
Boulevard/Pershing Avenue intersection; Photo 12 
shows a truck completely blocking the view of the 
pedestrian signal head on the north leg of the same 
intersection). 

 Missing Crosswalk — several locations were observed 
at which pedestrian signals were provided, but with‐
out crosswalk markings (an example is shown in 
Photo 13 on the north leg of the Grand Boulevard 
and 6th Street intersection).  Signalized intersections 
where pedestrians are permitted to cross should in‐
clude both crosswalk markings and pedestrian sig‐
nals.   

 Wide, Challenging Intersections — there are some 
large intersections near the north end of the two cor‐
ridors, particularly near I‐70, that are very large and 
particularly challenging for pedestrians to cross 
(Photo 14 shows the Main Street/7th Street intersec‐
tion, which has a very wide single lane ramp without 
features to help pedestrians cross, including a 
marked crosswalk).  Large intersections should be 
redesigned to minimize the exposed crossing dis‐
tances of pedestrians by adding or widening channel‐
izing islands and medians, narrowing travel lanes if 
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possible, providing curb bulb‐outs, and narrowing 
undesignated space. 

 Existing Midblock Crossings — there is an existing 
midblock crosswalk located on each of the two corri‐
dors just north of 14th Street in the Power and Light 
District which is marked with transverse crosswalk 
markings, advance yield lines, and yield here to pe‐
destrians signs.  On Grand Boulevard, the yield here 
to pedestrians sign in the northbound direction is 
obscured by the street trees (Photo 15).  These cross‐
ings of four‐lane undivided roadways are not very 
visible and should ideally be supplemented with addi‐
tional treatments to help drivers identify the poten‐
tial for crossing pedestrians.  Such treatments could 
include warning beacons/flashing lights that would 
activate only when a pedestrian or group of pedestri‐
ans was about to cross; the lights could be post‐
mounted on the sides of the roadway or overhead.  
Variations of this type of treatment that may be ap‐
propriate supplements at these two midblock cross‐
ings include Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons 
(RRFBs) (Photo 16 shows an RRFB in St. Petersburg, 
FL) and Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons, also known as 
HAWK crossings (Photo 17 shows a Pedestrian Hybrid 
Beacon in Phoenix, AZ). 

 Potential Midblock Crossings — With the grid street 
pattern in downtown Kansas City and the majority of 
intersections being signalized, there are generally 
ample and safe street crossing opportunities for pe‐
destrians along the two corridors.  However, in loca‐
tions where circulator stations are likely to be placed 
away from signals, many pedestrians may choose to 
cross the street to get to or from the station at a mid‐
block location.  One such potential location is the 
existing MAX Union Station BRT station located on 
Main Street approximately 300 feet north of Pershing 
Road.  Several pedestrians were observed crossing 
the street at‐grade at this location , despite the adja‐
cent LINK covered pedestrian bridge over Main Street 
(see Photo 18).  Because most pedestrians will not 
walk more than 150 feet out of their way to cross the 
street, and many more will cross where they deem to 
be most convenient for them, this location may be a 
good place for a midblock crosswalk, or at minimum 
an informal median refuge island.  Midblock cross‐
walks or informal median refuge islands should be 
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considered at other locations where the circulator 
stations may be located away from a signal. 

 Circulator Stations at Unsignalized Intersections — 
there are a few locations where potential circulator 
stations included in Tier 2 would be located near un‐
signalized intersections, including 16th Street at ei‐
ther Main Street (Photo 19) or Grand Boulevard.  
These locations should be considered for future sig‐
nalization or additional pedestrian crossing treat‐
ments, such as the RRFB or Pedestrian Hybrid Bea‐
con. 

 

General Bicycling Environment Assessment  

The assessment of the bicycling environment for the 
downtown circulator must account for two aspects: 

1.  Providing connections for bicyclists to transit sta‐
tions, where they may either take their bike on the 
bus/streetcar, or lock it on a rack or in a bike locker. 

2.  Accommodating through bicyclists on the streets 
serving the downtown circulator, particularly at sta‐
tions. 

Neither of the Tier 2 corridors or cross streets currently 
provide designated or exclusive bicycle facilities.  Despite 
this, bicyclists can use Main Street, Grand Boulevard, or 
any of the cross streets today as a part of the overall traf‐
fic flow in shared lanes.  A small number of cyclists were 
observed using one of the proposed corridors or cross 
streets, and generally rode in outside portion or center of 
the outside travel lane.  Photos 20‐22 show bicyclists on 
Main Street at 5th Street, 19th Street east of Main Street, 
and Main Street north of Pershing Road, respectively.   

Factors that make a particular roadway attractive to cy‐
clists include its traffic characteristics (traffic volume, 
traffic speed, percentage of truck traffic, presence of on‐
street parking), physical and geometric characteristics 
(presence of an exclusive bicycle facility or designation as 
a bicycle route, number of lanes, lane widths, pavement 
quality/smoothness, and roadway grades), and proximity 
to origins and destinations, as well as to end use facilities 
such as bike racks (Photo 23 shows an “inverted U” bike 
rack on Main Street at 12th Street).  With respect to 
these characteristics, Main Street and Grand Avenue of‐
fer similar environments for bicyclists today. 
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In terms of future bicycle accommodations, Grand Boulevard is proposed in the Bike KC plan as a bicycle 
route, but only along less than half of the proposed circulator alignment, between 3rd Street (the northern 
terminus of the circulator corridor in both route alternatives) and 12th Street.  The portion of Pershing 
Road between Main Street and Grand Boulevard, which is included in both circulator alignment alterna‐
tives, is also shown as a bicycle route.  Other bicycle routes proposed in the Bike KC plan that directly con‐
nect to or cross one or both of the Tier 2 circulator alignments are: 

 Grand Boulevard, north of 3rd Street 

 3rd Street, west of Grand Boulevard 

 5th Street, east of Grand Boulevard 

 11th Street, crossing both Main Street and Grand Boulevard 

 12th Street, crossing both Main Street and Grand Boulevard  

 19th Street, crossing both Main Street and Grand Boulevard 

 Grand Boulevard, south of Pershing Road 

It is not clear whether the intent of the bicycle route designation in the Bike KC plan is signage only, or if 
any of these routes would have exclusive facilities (such as bike lanes or cycle tracks) or would also have 
bicycle markings (shared lane markings/”sharrows”) in addition to signage. 
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Bicyclists can operate on streets with transit, although 
there is greater risk to cyclists when operating on a street 
with streetcar because bicycle wheels and tires are very 
susceptible to getting caught in the gap of the streetcar 
track flange.  The track can trap a wheel when the wheel 
crosses the track at a low angle (typically less than 60 
degrees); this typically leads to a potentially serious crash 
where the bicyclist is thrown from their bike.  This situa‐
tion makes providing bicycle lanes on streetcar routes 
challenging, particularly if the streetcar tracks and sta‐
tions are on the right side of the roadway, rather than in 
the center or left side (as would be the case for either of 
the two route alignments).  A bicycle lane provided to the 
right of a lane containing streetcar tracks cannot pass 
between the streetcar track and the curb at a streetcar 
station because the streetcar track must be located di‐
rectly adjacent to the curb at the stations.  Maneuvering 
the bicycle lane to the left of the streetcar track at the 
stops would require the bicyclist to cross the track at very 
low angles, increasing the potential for bicyclist crashes. 
The City of Portland, Oregon has accommodated bicycle 
lanes at the streetcar stops by ramping the bicycle lane 
up to the sidewalk level and directing cyclists behind the 
stop/station platform and shelter (Photos 24‐25). The 
bicycle lane then ramps back down to street level once 
past the streetcar stop (Photo 26). Although this configu‐
ration avoids a conflict between bicycles and the street‐
car tracks, it creates another potential conflict between 
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bicyclists and pedestrians crossing the bike lane between 
the sidewalk and the stop/station platform.   Another 
station configuration used in Portland with bike lanes 
keeps the bike lane at‐grade while the station platform is 
higher (Photo 27); unfortunately, this configuration still 
has the same potential bicycle‐pedestrian conflicts. 

Care must also be taken where rail tracks cross the path 
of a bicycle lane or signed and marked bicycle route, par‐
ticularly if the tracks cross the bicyclist’s path at an angle. 
In some cases, the standard bicycle lane or bicycle mark‐
ings can be modified to accommodate a rail crossing that 
is as close to 90 degrees as possible (Photo 28 shows an 
example from Portland). In addition, warning signs can be 
posted alerting those on bicycles to the dangers posed by 
the tracks (Photo 29 shows an example from Portland). 

It should be noted that even with appropriate provisions 
for bicycle lanes at streetcar stations, there still is an in‐
creased risk of bicycle crashes at any other point along a 
route shared with streetcar any time a bicyclist may need 
to leave the bicycle lane, such as to make a left turn or 
avoid a hazard.  The same risks would exist if a roadway 
with streetcar was designated as a bicycle route with 
signage and/or shared lane markings as the bicyclist 
would generally be using the same lane as the streetcar 
tracks (the outer most lane).  With the inherent risk asso‐
ciated with mixing bicycles and streetcars (particularly 
with right side tracks and stations), it is generally recom‐
mended to only consider designated bicycle routes or 
exclusive bicycle facilities on parallel corridors or crossing 
corridors. 

If the chosen circulator technology were enhanced bus, 
bicycle facilities could be co‐located on the same corri‐
dor.   If there are exclusive bus lanes, bicycles can share 
such lanes (Photo 30 is an example from Philadelphia).  
Alternatively, buses can temporarily pull into bicycle 
lanes at transit stops (Photo 31 shows an example); bicy‐
clists can easily pass stopped buses within the outside 
lane to the left of the bus. 

Tier 2 Alternatives: Bicycle & Pedestrian Assessment  
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INTRODUCTION TO DOWNTOWN 
CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

A
Purpose and Need 

Local offi  cials and transit providers throughout the Kansas City metropolitan area have 

been working on the planning and implementation of an expanded regional transit 

system – the regional transit vision, known as Smart Moves, identifi es a combination of 

urban and commuter service needs. In order to further the implementation of Smart 

Moves, a Partnership Team comprised of representatives from the City of Kansas City,  

MO; Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (KCATA); Mid-America Regional Council 

(MARC); and Jackson County, MO jointly submitted a proposal for Alternatives Analysis 

(AA) funds through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to conduct two separate but 

coordinated AAs for a Downtown Corridor in Kansas City, and two adjoining Commuter 

Corridors in Jackson County. 

The Consultant Team for the Downtown Corridor is led by HDR and supported by 

Nelson/Nygaard; Polsinelli Shughart; Patti Banks Associates; HG Consult, Inc; Burns & 

McDonnell; and Architectural and Historical Research.   

This analysis will be conducted per a federally-prescribed process, positioned to 

advance a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) that helps improve corridor accessibility, 

better connect our major activity and employment centers, and elevate the quality 

and functionality of our regional transit system. The Federal Transit Administration is 

fi nancially supporting the Downtown Corridor AA, which is a required step in becoming 

eligible for federal funds for building a preferred project. 

The AA will compare modern streetcars, with buses and “no build” alternatives leading 

up to the identifi cation of an LPA. This Locally Preferred Alternative will include selecting 

the type of transit the community wants in this corridor, the route it should follow, 

and preferred fi nancial strategies to support construction and operations. The fi nancing 

options will focus on creating partnerships to leverage funding from groups near the 

preferred corridor, rather than through a city-wide initiative.

Components of this AA include:

Identifying the best downtown circulator alignment within the study area and • 

confi rm the chosen transportation mode;

Assessing the cost, impact and budget of diff erent options;• 

Developing a viable capital and operations fi nancial plan to secure funding for • 

implementation and potentially apply for federal funding through New Starts, 

Small Starts, or other federal sources;

Successfully engaging the local business and stakeholder community.• 

1



Previous Study Efforts

The result of this AA will be a starter line for Kansas City’s future expanded regional 

system. Previous study eff orts have been conducted that examine the feasibility 

of downtown transit services, but those studies did not succeed in securing voter 

approval for picking a single starter project and a feasible fi nancial plan to pay for 

capital, operations, and maintenance. The Partnership Team will build on these previous 

eff orts with  community support, representing the best opportunity for developing 

a successful starter-line which could be a critical building block for more extensive 

regional transit system improvements. The Downtown Corridor AA will conclude in the 

selection of an LPA, including selecting both the type of transit the community prefers, 

as well as the route it will follow and recommended fi nancial plan. 

Study Area 

The Downtown Corridor study area, as defi ned by Kansas City Council resolution for the 

FTA grant application, extends as a narrow two-mile corridor from River Market on the 

north, through the Central Business District and the Crossroads areas to Union Station 

and Crown Center on the south.

2
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WHY IS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
IMPORTANT?

Foundation of Public Participation in Planning 

Public participation is based on the belief that people whose lives are aff ected by 

planning and investment decisions have a right to be involved in the decision-making 

process and infl uence choices that are made. Directly engaging citizens in this process 

promotes successful problem solving, yields diverse voices and new ideas, and gives 

the public a sense of ownership of the developed solutions.

Public participation must be a proactive process in which governing bodies strive to 

fi nd innovative ways to identify and engage the aff ected public, provide a wide variety 

of opportunities for interested parties to become involved, and create a meaningful 

process that is transparent and ensures eff ective communication about how public 

contribution infl uences decisions. It is also important that a public participation process 

be continuously evaluated and improved to ensure that all impacted communities are 

given a voice.

The Partnership Team is committed to a public participation process that:  

Involves the public in decisions that aff ect their lives.• 

Ensures that the public’s contribution will infl uence decision making.• 

Communicates how the public’s contribution will infl uence decisions.• 

Is adaptable and sensitive to diverse audiences.• 

Promotes respect. • 

Provides equal access to opportunities, information and education.• 

Ensures timely response to participants. • 

Is consistent and reliable. • 

Promotes continued engagement. • 

Allows for fl exibility and use of creative approaches. • 

Maintains honesty and integrity throughout the process.• 

Continuously strives to educate and inform aff ected and interested parties to • 

give them a more meaningful participatory experience.

Encourages early and active participation.• 

Involves process evaluation and monitoring tools.• 

3
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The Partnership Team    

Representatives from the City of Kansas City, MO; KCATA, MARC, and Jackson County, MO 

will work together throughout the process as a foundation of partners. This Partnership 

Team was created through the joint submittal of the FTA grant to study the Downtown 

Corridor - each member of the Partnership Team has a vision of promoting the economic 

viability of Downtown Kansas City through the success of a Downtown circulator. In 

addition, the Partnership Team will continue to coordinate the Downtown Corridor AA in 

conjunction with planning eff orts for the future Commuter Corridor projects. The roles of 

the Partnership Team for the Downtown Corridor AA are highlighted below, with the City 

of Kansas City ultimately acting in the lead decision-making role. 

City of Kansas City, MO:•  Lead Local Government Partner

KCATA• : Technical Support

MARC: • Grant/Project Administrator

Jackson County, MO• : Local Supporting Eff orts

Purpose of the Public Participation Plan

The Partnership Team seeks to provide opportunities for input to interested parties, 

as well as engage members of the community who may not have been traditionally 

involved.  The purpose of this Public Participation Plan is to provide a framework from 

which to guide the public participation process for the Downtown Corridor AA. The 

Partnership Team’s underlying goals as well as strategies and techniques for public 

participation will be considered, as well as strategies for reaching our various target 

audiences. 

The Public Participation Plan:  

Shall be developed in consultation with all interested parties; and• 

Shall provide that all interested parties have reasonable opportunities to • 

comment on the contents of the Alternatives Analysis.

In carrying out these required elements of the Public Participation Plan, the 
Partnership Team shall, to the maximum extent practicable:

Hold public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times;• 

Employ visualization techniques to describe plans; • 

Make public information available through electronic formats, a variety of media • 

outlets, written documentation, and other accessible formats as requested by 

members of the public.

The purpose of this plan is to provide a 

framework from which to guide the public 

participation process for the Downtown 

Corridor Alternatives Analysis.

4
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GOALS FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public outreach should be timely, useful and used! For the Downtown Corridor AA, 

public involvement will be implemented at multiple levels with the overall goal of 

building stakeholder support for the LPA and future fi nancing plan.

This Public Participation Plan outlines activities, materials, and strategies that could, 

when implemented, function as an integrated outreach program and provide the 

needed education support for the Downtown Corridor AA. Patti Banks Associates 

(PBA) will assist the Partnership Team with implementation of an approach to public 

involvement that focuses on continuing contact, and reaching targeted stakeholder 

groups. 

We plan to:

Maximize outreach opportunities and increase responsiveness to key issues • 

and concerns.

Raise awareness with the public and our stakeholders about the purpose and • 

need of this AA and how it diff ers from previous study eff orts.

Improve general understanding about the diff erence in fi xed guideway • 

alternatives, namely diff erence between streetcar and light rail transit.

Build support for the Downtown Corridor AA and its resulting Locally Preferred • 

Alternative.

Explain the various fi nancing strategies available and build consensus on a • 

feasible fi nancial plan for the preferred alternative. 

Opportunities for input on elements of the AA include:

Identifi cation of alignment and transit mode alternatives.• 

Recommended LPA.• 

Available fi nancing strategies and preferred fi nancing plan.• 

C
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TARGET AUDIENCES

Because of the diverse target audiences who will be participating in the planning 

process, the Partnership Team will address these groups in various ways, working 

together to identify, target, and strategize on how to engage our audiences.

Stakeholders is a broad term used to describe individuals or groups who are aff ected 

by, or have an interest, in a particular project or action. In this context, a variety of 

stakeholders will be interested in the Downtown Corridor AA, including the general 

public, property owners and residents along potential corridors in the study area, 

business groups, developers, utility companies, emergency service providers, umbrella 

organizations (Chambers, Councils, Commissions, etc), and elected and appointed 

offi  cials at all levels of government. 

Diff erent tactics are necessary to understand, analyze, and inform all audiences:

First• , it is recommended to focus project eff orts on key stakeholders and 

individuals or small groups to create a broader positive base of support. 

This will require identifying the various stakeholders that could or should be 

involved, and those that can best help achieve program objectives. Some of 

these stakeholders will be located within the AA study area, others will be 

identifi ed outside of the study area but are as equally important.

Second• , raising general public awareness by informing the public that their 

input matters and how it relates to their daily lives.

With assistance from the Partnership Team, PBA will compile a detailed database 

of stakeholder groups, contact information, and meeting schedules for outreach. 

Additionally, PBA will work with the Partnership Team to develop a mailing list of 

property owners, businesses, and residents along selected corridors of the study area. 

PBA will use this list to schedule meetings, email project updates, and advertise public 

involvement opportunities.

D
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PROCESS AND TIMING

The Downtown Corridor AA planning process began in April 2011 and is expected to 

conclude with the Final AA Report in late December 2011. Public input for this project will 

happen over the course of the planning process, particularly at key project milestones. 

The Partnership Team will conduct outreach by meeting with key stakeholders, targeted 

individuals and small groups, and the public throughout the project to share progress 

and obtain feedback, and will issue a coordinated series of print materials and project 

updates throughout the project’s duration to share information.

Key milestones include:

June 2011•  - Project Goals and Objectives, Purpose and Need, Identifi cation of 

Alternatives.

September 2011•  - Detailed Alternatives Assessment (Scoring, Cost Estimation, 

Environmental Screening), Financial Assessment, Locally Preferred Alternative.

November 2011•  - Draft AA Report.

December 2011•  - Final AA Report.

E
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TOOLS FOR REACHING OUR 
AUDIENCES

As the Partnership Team works with the target audiences, it is important to remember 

that everyone learns in diff erent ways, and that people have preferred methods of 

learning new information. Whether the audience is 100 people or a thousand people, 

a mix of mass communications methods and community-based approaches will yield 

the best results. Selection of the best delivery system for the message to the target 

audiences is critical for success. 

Factors to be considered include:

Size and type of audience - in this case: • key stakeholders, individuals and 

small groups, and the general public.

Geographic distribution.• 

Level of awareness and education.• 

Preferred formats.• 

Mass media approaches such as television, radio, and newspapers can be very eff ective 

to spread the word, but it is the more in-depth, person-to-person communication that 

brings about understanding and support. 

With both types of delivery, we strive to:

Inform the community of the project, its timeframe, challenges, decisions to be • 

made, and how it will impact them.

Gain understanding and support for project funding strategies used for • 

implementation.

Solicit input on the Locally Preferred Alternative and fi nancing strategies.• 

Develop close-knit relationships with audience members for implementation.• 

Today, eff ective public awareness and education eff orts utilize a combination of 

technologies and methods to be relevant, create interest, provide resources, and to 

maintain relationships. Tools and techniques for reaching our various audiences are 

discussed in this Section.
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All audiences will be briefed at key project milestones, including:

June 2011•  to discuss project goals/objectives, purpose and need, and 

identifi cation of alternatives.

September 2011•  to discuss detailed alternatives assessment, fi nancial 

assessment, and Locally Preferred Alternative.

November 2011•  to present the draft AA Report (as determined necessary – 

the Partnership Team may decide to consolidate presentations to stakeholders 

and other groups at this fi nal milestone).

Meetings with the Partnership Team

The Partnership Team will meet monthly with the Consultant Team to gain input on 

the AA, discuss project status, and other outstanding issues. These meetings will be 

coordinated by HDR and the Partnership Team. Attendance of Partnership Team 

members during these blocks of time will refl ect level of eff ort at particular project 

milestones. In between these monthly in-person information meetings, the Consultant 

Team will conduct conference calls with the Partnership Team to discuss project status 

and other timely updates. 

Meetings with Stakeholders

It is anticipated that members of the Partnership Team will coordinate meetings with 

public offi  cials and civic leaders or other special interest groups prior to meeting with 

other stakeholder groups and the general public. The City’s Parking and Transportation 

Commission will act in an advisory manner for this project, and will be kept informed 

through monthly updates. 

Regularly scheduled municipal meetings, Chamber of Commerce meetings, Council 

meetings, etc. will be used as a platform to share information and identify issues with 

elected/appointed offi  cials and community leaders. Presenters will include members 

from the Partnership Team and/or Consultant Team, as determined in advance of 

each meeting. Written notes will be provided by a member of the Partnership Team 

or Consultant Team in attendance at each meeting. PBA, in coordination with the 

Partnership Team, will develop a working calendar of scheduled stakeholder meetings. 

This working calendar will be updated periodically.

In the event that an interested stakeholder group (not already included in the working 

calendar) would like to set up a time for a presentation, they will have the option to do 

so by contacting Triveece Harvey at PBA to schedule this meeting. Ms. Harvey’s contact 

information will also be posted on the project’s webpage. PBA will then coordinate 

such meeting requests with the Partnership Team to see who will be in attendance and 

giving the presentation.

PBA contact to schedule other stakeholder presentations:
Triveece Harvey, AICP

Email: tharvey@pbassociates.com

Telephone: 816-756-5690 ext 3038

9
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Meetings with Individuals and Small Groups

In order to better respond to stakeholder concerns such as access management, fi nancing, 

and economic development, the Partnership Team and/or Consultant Team will conduct 

individual or small group meetings with these parties to talk with them about their specifi c 

issues. The meetings will be held “kitchen table style” and held at a time and location 

that is convenient to the invitees. PBA will work with the Partnership Team to contact 

these individuals/groups via email or phone to confi rm interest in participating in the 

discussion and to set a date, time, and location; other members of the Partnership Team 

and/or the Consultant Team will staff  and support these meetings. Similar to scheduling 

the stakeholder presentations, if there are interested individuals or small groups not 

already contacted by the Partnership Team that would like to schedule a meeting, they 

can contact PBA to set this up. PBA will then coordinate such meeting requests with the 

Partnership Team to see who will be in attendance and giving the presentation.

PBA contact to schedule other individual or small group presentations:
Triveece Harvey, AICP

Email: tharvey@pbassociates.com

Telephone: 816-756-5690 ext 3038

Open Houses for the General Public

A total of three public open houses will be held for this project, scheduled around integral 

milestones. They serve to provide information to the public regarding the Downtown 

Corridor AA, gather thoughts on the Locally Preferred Alternative, gain input on the 

fi nancing strategies available for this project, and inform the public on recommendations 

made in the Draft and Final AA.

Timing and Staffi  ng• : Each two-hour open house will be held in the late 

afternoon to early evening for the general public and media. Representatives 

from the Partnership Team and Consultant Team will staff  the meetings during 

the entire period to talk individually with citizens about the project and their 

concerns.

Materials• : PBA will provide the Consultant Team with a graphic template for 

display boards – HDR will be responsible for production of boards related to 

technical elements of the AA; PBA will be responsible for creating and producing 

a Welcome Board, Process and Timeline Board, Contact Board, and others related 

to public education. PBA, in coordination with the Partnership Team for content, 

will design and produce handouts for each public meeting summarizing the 

current status of the project, schedule, feedback from the community, and 

more.

Notice• : In advance of scheduled public open houses, PBA will provide the 

Partnership Team with display ads that can be posted online and emailed to our 

database. Additionally, PBA will design and deploy display ads for The Kansas 

City Star. In the event the Partnership Team wishes to advertise with other media 

outlets, PBA will work with the Team to design those ads. The Partnership Team 

will utilize other methods of online media as appropriate to advertise meetings. 

Flyers announcing the upcoming meetings may be distributed throughout area 

businesses along the corridors.

Documentation• : PBA will provide photography for each open house. PBA will 

also summarize the questions/comments asked by the general public at each 

area of display for posting on the project webpage.

Three public open houses will be held, 

scheduled around integral project 

milestones.



Open House #1

Open House #1 will be scheduled for June 2011 to share with the public the project 

goals and objectives, purpose and need of the Downtown Corridor AA, and to get 

feedback on the alternatives identifi ed. Informational exhibits will focus on educating 

the public on the purpose of the AA, how it diff ers from previous eff orts, the planning 

process, diff erentiation between a streetcar and light rail, preliminary remarks on 

fi nancing, and how the LPA will be implemented. A formal presentation will be given 

by the Consultant Team at two scheduled times throughout the open house. PBA 

will prepare an exercise/handout to gain input on the various alternatives and early 

thoughts on funding strategies. 

Open House #2

Open House #2 will be scheduled for September 2011 to inform how all the alternatives 

were screened resulting in the Locally Preferred Alternative, and fi nd out from the public 

their views on feasible fi nancing strategies that could pay for capital and operations. 

Informational exhibits will touch on elements shown at Open House #1, but will focus 

on educating the public on the screening process used to select the LPA, and detailed 

fi nancing strategies that may prove to make the most impact in securing funds for 

implementation. A formal presentation will be given by the Consultant Team at two 

scheduled times throughout the open house. PBA will prepare an exercise/handout 

tailored specifi cally to gaining input on these fi nancing strategies, in addition to asking 

the public to confi rm the selected LPA and its screening process. If coordinated by the 

Partnership Team, participants of the Open House could be taken in shifts on a guided 

walking tour or bus tour of the preferred corridor to learn and visually see why that 

particular corridor was selected.

Open House #3

Open House #3 will be scheduled for November 2011 to provide citizens and stakeholders 

an opportunity to share feedback about the offi  cial draft plan recommendations 

developed for the Downtown Corridor AA. Informational exhibits will touch on elements 

shown at the previous two open houses, but will focus on recommendations proposed 

in the AA and next steps for implementation. A formal presentation will be given by the 

Consultant Team at two scheduled times throughout the open house. PBA will prepare 

an exercise/handout for participants to confi rm what the Partnership Team has heard 

from the community, including a recommendation that the Downtown Corridor AA is 

approved for implementation. 

Graphic Identity

A creative and consistent blueprint will be prepared resulting in the design of a graphic 

identity (fonts, colors, templates) that identifi es the Downtown Corridor AA and builds 

off  the look of MARC’s Smart Moves plan. This graphic identity will carry forward through 

all distributed materials. PBA will create the graphic identity in coordination with the 

Partnership Team. PBA will use this graphic identity to provide templates of documents 

including memos, summaries, project correspondence, Powerpoint presentations, and 

display boards.

11
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Project Website and Visualizations

MARC will host, manage, and maintain a project webpage for the Downtown Corridor 

AA within their Smart Moves website, located at www.kcsmartmoves.org. PBA will 

provide project materials, meeting invitations, etc. in the form of PDFs so the general 

public can view and download the information as necessary. HDR will provide MARC 

with various visualizations to graphically explain fi xed guideway systems and their 

integration in the Downtown street network.

Media Relations

PBA, with cooperation from the Partnership Team, will produce and help distribute a 

series of media kits throughout the project’s duration. These kits will contain media 

releases, fact sheets, visualizations, display ads (as appropriate), Frequently Asked 

Questions, and a list of Partnership Team contacts that provide updates on signifi cant 

project milestones. The kits will provide a single, fl uid resource for reporters putting 

together a story, and may also be appropriate for certain public offi  cials or other parties 

who request in-depth information about the project. PBA will forward a copy of each 

media kit to the Partnership Team for comment. Sherri McIntyre, leading the City’s role 

on the Partnership Team, will distribute the kit to print, broadcast, and internet media 

outlets as appropriate. 

The preliminary schedule of media kit deployment is as follows:

May 2011 (1)• : Announcement of Downtown Corridor AA underway, 

introduction to the project, planning process, how it diff ers from previous 

eff orts, ultimate goals of the AA.

May 2011 (2 - Optional)• : Invite people to visit the streetcar on display at a 

pre-determined location, details of June open house.

June 2011• : Alternatives identifi ed, June public open house.

September 2011• : Locally Preferred Alternative based on detailed assessment, 

cost estimates, fi nancing strategies for implementation, September public 

open house.

November 2011• : Draft AA Report recommendations, November public open 

house.

December 2011 - January 2012 (based on completion of Final AA)• : City 

Council to pass resolution in support of Final AA Report and next steps for 

implementation.

If desired, PBA will work with MARC and the Partnership Team to coordinate the 

Downtown Corridor AA in conjunction with an airing of Imagine KC.

PBA is also available to write, with assistance from selected stakeholders such as 

representatives of Transit Action Network or others, one or more op-ed or feature 

newspaper articles on timely topics related to the AA. 

Fact Sheet and Frequently Asked Questions

PBA will graphically display HDR’s one-page handout distributed to the Partnership Team 

in early May 2011 and develop a set of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs). This fact sheet 

and set of FAQs will be the fi rst in a series, introducing the project and giving background 

on the process. Throughout the AA, PBA will work with the Partnership Team to develop 

content for other fact sheets and FAQs to correspond with project milestones.  
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Newsletters

The Partnership Team may wish to include excerpts from the media kits or other 

prepared project materials in their newsletters or other communications, such as 

Transportation Matters or ReMARC, both produced by MARC. PBA will help in the 

coordination of these materials.

Social Media

Leveraging social media has become a must-do in public outreach, and can be both 

cost-eff ective and time-effi  cient. Content can be uploaded onto a variety of social 

media platforms (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, blogs) and video clips can go viral on sites 

such as YouTube. The Partnership Team will use, as appropriate, social networking sites 

to increase visibility of the project, capturing interest, and inspiring stakeholders who 

use them. MARC’s KC Smart Moves has an existing Twitter feed that may be useful for 

distributing project updates and announcements. PBA will provide the Partnership 

Team with materials and information as necessary for social media networks, blogs, and 

message boards.

Email Outreach

Email blasts are also a cost-eff ective way to reach a large number of people quickly 

and with as much frequency as desired. The database of stakeholder addresses and 

property owners/residents within the study area can be expanded through events and 

organizations willing to share their membership. Email invitations to public meetings 

may be sent via email blast one to two weeks before each event.

Reaching a Broader Audience

When advertising, scheduling meetings and distributing project materials, eff orts will 

be made to involve a broader portion of the population, including disabled persons, 

racial and ethnic minorities, those of limited English profi ciency, and low-income 

populations. Upon advance request, hearing-impaired and language interpreters may 

be provided for public meetings. Advertising should include contact information for 

those needing these or other special accommodations.

Document and Incorporate Public Input

It is important to respond to comments and questions that have been submitted and 

explain how they are reviewed and considered. Draft responses will be prepared by the 

Partnership Team for consideration as appropriate. All comments will be documented 

and incorporated into an Appendix of this Public Participation Plan.
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For more information on the Downtown Corridor AA, please visit the project’s webpage 

at www.kcsmartmoves.org or contact the following:

City of Kansas City, Missouri
Sherri McIntyre, Assistant City Manager for Infrastructure

Email: sherri.mcintyre@kcmo.org

Telephone: 816-513-1408

414 E. 12th Street

Kansas City, MO 64106

Kansas City Area Transportation Authority
Richard Jarrold, Chief Engineer

Email: djarrold@kcata.org

Telephone: 816-346-0356

1200 E. 18th Street

Kansas City, MO 64108

Mid-America Regional Council
Tom Gerend, Assistant Director of Transportation

Email: tgerend@marc.org

Telephone: 816-701-8303

600 Broadway, Suite 200

Kansas City, MO 64105

CONTACTS

G
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1. Meeting Schedule

2. Meeting Summaries and Results

3. Other Public Comments and Responses

4. Copies of Printed Materials

5. Media Relations

APPENDIX*

*Appendix materials are unavailable to include at this time, but will be incorporated 

into the Final Public Participation Plan. 
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Open House #1 – June 21, 2011 

Meeting Materials and Summary Results 

   



What’s Happening
The city of Kansas City, Mo., Kansas City Area Transportation 

Authority (KCATA), Jackson County, and Mid-America 

Regional Council (MARC) welcome you to the June 21, 

2011, open house for the Downtown Corridor Alternatives 

Analysis (AA)! Today’s meeting will run from 4–6:30 p.m., 

during which we will discuss a possible starter transit line 

for downtown Kansas City. The Downtown Corridor AA will 

identify the locally preferred alternative for a downtown 

fixed-guideway transit solution, and a viable plan to fund the 

construction, operation and maintenance of the line as a first 

step toward implementation. The narrow, two-mile corridor 

will run from the River Market on the north, through the 

Central Business District and the Crossroads areas to Union 

Station and Crown Center on the south.

What You Can Do Today
At today’s meeting you are encouraged to: 

•	 Listen to a short presentation at 4:30 and/or 5:30 

p.m. (Both are identical).

•	 Review exhibits that describe the overall planning 

process and schedule for the Downtown Corridor 

AA, the purpose and need for the AA, plus mode 

and alignment alternatives for the corridor. 

•	 Learn about the differences between various types 

of transit, such as bus with a dedicated lane and  

streetcars.

•	 Talk with staff about what you see on display and 

hear during the presentation.

•	 Fill out a comment card before leaving that asks for 

your feedback on the Purpose and Need Statement 

for the Downtown Corridor AA and comments on 

the mode and alignment alternatives.

w w w . k c s m a r t m o v e s . o r g

1

Would you like more information?
Bookmark MARC’s KC Smart Moves website, www.kcsmartmoves.org, and check back often to find project-related materials, 

announcements, and upcoming events! 

You may also contact Triveece Harvey, AICP, at Patti Banks Associates to schedule a 

presentation for your stakeholder group.  You can reach Triveece:

by email at tharvey@pbassociates.com 

or by phone at 816-756-5690 ext. 3038 

Open House #1
 

4

What’s on Display
In addition to  listening to today’s short presentations, we encourage you to walk around the room and review the exhibits  that 

are positioned along the walls. As you do so, you are welcome to provide your comments to the study team representatives  

who are positioned near each exhibit. Your input is important to the project, so please share your thoughts, ideas, and 

concerns with us.  We want to hear what you think.  

Example of modern streetcar

Meeting participants listen to a presentation

Meeting participants review exhibits

w w w . k c s m a r t m o v e s . o r g

Name of Presentation Board Information Described on the Board

Welcome Information about tonight’s meeting.

Process and Schedule Description of the planning process and timeframe for the 

Downtown Corridor AA.

Purpose and Need Key elements of the Draft Downtown Corridor AA Purpose and 

Need Statement.

Modes of Transit Description of the differences between two modes of  transit:  

the modern streetcar and a bus with a dedicated travel lane.

Alternatives Maps of the initial set of alignments for the Downtown Corridor 

spanning from the River Market to Union Station on the north, 

through the Central Business District and Crossroads areas to 

Union Station and Crown Center on the south.

Next Steps Involves the assessment of alternatives, determination of a locally 

preferred alternative and development of a corresponding 

financial plan. 

How to Be Informed and Stay Involved Describes how to access additional project information and 

whom to contact.



Preliminary Alignment 
Alternatives
The Purpose and Need for the Project
As described in the draft Purpose and Need Statement, the purpose of the Downtown 

Corridor AA is to provide an attractive transit option that will more conveniently 

connect people and places within the Downtown Corridor, and support regional and 

city efforts to develop downtown Kansas City and the Downtown Corridor as a more 

attractive and successful urban center.  The project is needed to help the Downtown 

Corridor connect, develop, thrive, and sustain. 

What’s Next
The Partnership Team and consultants will begin assessing the multiple alternatives 

on display today against a number of factors, including community concerns, 

potential ridership, right-of-way issues, economic development potential, operating 

and construction costs, plus traffic, land-use, environmental, and historic impacts.  

The assessment will result in a smaller number of alternatives that will be presented 

at the second open house in September. Ultimately, one LPA for a transit connection 

between River Market and Union Station/Crown Center will be selected with a 

corresponding plan to fund it. The LPA is Federal Transit Administration requirement 

and is necessary in order to obtain funding for the starter line.

The new starter line  will connect downtown activity centers 

such as the River Market.
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2. Project Background and Corridor 
 
A partnership of the Kansas City Area Transportation Authority (KCATA), the Mid‐America Regional 
Council (MARC), the City of Kansas City, Missouri, and Jackson County, Missouri is undertaking an 
Alternatives Analysis study that will examine enhanced transit solutions in Kansas City’s Downtown 
Corridor. The study area for Kansas City’s Downtown Corridor extends from the River Market area 
on the north, through the Central Business District and the Crossroads areas to Crown Center on 
the south.  
 
This Alternatives Analysis will be consistent with FTA’s Section 
5309 New Start/Small Start funding program requirements and 
the study will evaluate and compare the costs, benefits, and 
impacts of a range of transit alignment and technology 
alternatives.  
 
The study is planned to take approximately eight months and is 
expected to result in the recommendation and selection of a 
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). The process will include 
extensive input from the public, stakeholders (e.g., residents, 
business owners, etc.), and local, regional, state and federal 
agencies.   
 

3. Policy Foundation 
 
A strong multimodal transportation system will be critical for economic growth and the 
development of a sustainable future, and a large number of adopted regional and local policies 
support improved transit circulation in the Downtown Corridor.  Key plan and policy initiatives 
include:  
   

FTA Alternatives Analysis 
Process 

Purpose and Need 

Alternatives Definition 

Selection of Evaluation 
Measures 

Analysis of Alternatives: 
Costs, Benefits, Impacts 

Selection of Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA) 
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5.2. Develop 
 
Employment and housing steadily declined in 

downtown Kansas City for decades, from a 

high of over 90,000 residents in the 1950s to 

under 20,000 in 2000. Still, the Downtown 

Corridor remains home to the greatest 

concentration of transportation, employment, 

medical, educational, visitor and cultural 

facilities in the Kansas City metro area, and 

the corridor’s economic health and vitality are 

important to the entire metro area. The past decade has seen major investments begin to 

transform (and restore) the downtown area into an attractive and vibrant destination (see graphic 

below).  These significant investments need to be coupled with the return of residents and services 

to the downtown area. In recent years, housing stock and population in the Downtown Corridor 

have increased (2010 population was 22,576), even while the City as a whole has experienced 

decreases.     
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Union Station 
Renovation Complete 
Nov. 1999 

WWI Museum 
Opens  
Dec. 2006 

Sprint Center, Power 
& Light District Open 
Oct. 2007 

Cosentino’s  
Downtown  
Market 
 Opens  
Jan. 2009 

Riverfront Heritage 
Trail Complete  
Jan. 2010 
& 
Greater Downtown 
Area Plan Resolution 
Passed  
Mar. 2010 

Kauffman Performing Arts Center 
Expected Completion  
Fall 2011 
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• Thank you for joining us at 
tonight’s Downtown 
Corridor Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) public 
meeting!
– Open House:  4-6:30 p.m. 
– Short Presentations:            

4:30 and 5:30 p.m.

• What You Can Do
– Review the meeting displays 
– Listen to a presentation
– Ask questions and tell us what 

you think

Welcome

Please fill out a comment 

card before you leave.



Downtown Corridor AA

Overview

• Focused look at transit options 
in a corridor running from River 
Market to Union Station / 
Crown Center

• Result will be a single Locally 
Preferred Alternative, 
supporting downtown goals, 
investment, and the regional 
transit vision

• Funded by the Federal Transit 
Administration



Stakeholder Outreach

• Ongoing Meetings
– Neighborhoods
– Civic leaders
– Transportation groups
– Elected officials
– Downtown Parking and 

Transportation Commission
– Business/Economic 

development community
– Media

• Public Open Houses 
– Held at key milestones

Time-frame

• April – June 2011
– Purpose and Need Statement
– Project goals and objectives
– Identification of alternatives

• July – September 2011
– Detailed alternatives assessment 

(resulting in the Locally Preferred 
Alternative)

– Financial assessment

• October – December 2011
– Draft report

• January 2012
– Final report to Federal Transit 

Administration

Process & Schedule

we are here



Project Purpose

The purpose of the project is to provide an 
attractive transit option that will more 
conveniently connect people and places 
within the Downtown Corridor, and 
support regional and city efforts to 
develop downtown Kansas City and the 
Downtown Corridor as a more vibrant and 
successful urban center.



Connect

• Improve circulation within 
downtown

• Connect downtown activity 
centers

• Enhance and integrate multimodal 
transportation options

• Improve effectiveness and 
efficiency of existing transit 
services

• Improve pedestrian environment 
and accessibility

• Provide access to parks and 
recreational facilities

Develop

• Encourage development and 
redevelopment

• Provide a catalyst for 
redevelopment

• Increase number of downtown 
residents

• Support downtown’s historical 
urban fabric and form

• Support transit-oriented 
development/ minimize the 
need for parking

Project Need: 
Connect, Develop, Thrive & Sustain



Thrive

• Strengthen downtown districts 
and support existing businesses

• Provide additional services for 
residents

• Support visitor and tourism 
activities

• Avoid future congestion

• Serve transit-dependent 
populations

Sustain

• Promote long-term 
sustainable development

• Reduce vehicle-miles 
traveled

• Improve air quality

• Improve public health

• Promote walkability

Project Need: 
Connect, Develop, Thrive & Sustain



Circulator Bus

Modes of Transit
Modern Streetcar

• Generally diesel-powered
• Generally on-street, but can 

have separated, fixed guideway
• Can carry up to 75 passengers

• Generally electrically powered
• Fixed guideway (rail); shares 

traffic lane with autos
• Can carry up to 120 passengers



• Guiding Principles
– No dedicated city-wide sales or 

property tax
– Fixed rail creates “permanence” that 

spurs investment
– No diversion of KCATA funding

• Potential Sources of Funding
– Rider fares
– District sales tax and/or special 

assessments (only within corridor)
– Federal grants
– Advertising and naming rights
– Other sources consistent with guiding 

principles 

How to Pay for It?



July – September 2011

• Evaluation of the multiple 
options by applying several 
factors including:
– Stakeholder input
– Potential ridership
– Traffic impacts
– Right-of-way issues
– Land use impacts
– Community issues
– Economic development 

potential

– Environmental and historic 
resource impacts

– Operating and construction 
costs

• Development of Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA)

• Financial assessment
• Second public open house

Next Steps



• Keep up with the latest 
on the Downtown 
Corridor AA by:
– Bookmarking our web site 

at: www.kcsmartmoves.org

– Scheduling a presentation 
for your group via:
• Triveece Harvey,                  

Patti Banks Associates at:  
tharvey@pbassociates.com
and 816-756-5690 x. 3038

Stay Informed

http://www.kcsmartmoves.org/
mailto:tharvey@pbassociates.com


Downtown Corridor  
Alternatives Analysis (AA) 

Public Workshop Presentation 

June 21, 2011 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Study Purpose and Goals 

• Complete Federally required Alternative Analysis (AA) 

 

• Identify one Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for a 
transit connection between River Market and Union 
Station/Crown Center 

 

• Develop a viable financial plan to fund construction, 
operation, and maintenance. 

 

• Coordinate with the Jackson County Commuter Corridors 
AA, potential and existing regional transit services. 

 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Downtown Corridor AA Study Area 

• Narrow, two-mile corridor in 
downtown Kansas City, Mo. 

 

• Runs from the River Market on 
the north, through the Central 
Business District and the 
Crossroads areas to Union 
Station and Crown Center on 
the south.  



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Coordination and Background 

• Building on the efforts of previous 
transit studies 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Partners and Consultants 

• Partnership  Team: 
– Kansas City, Mo. 

– Kansas City Area Transportation Authority  

– Mid-America Regional Council 

– Jackson County, Mo. 

 

 

 

• Consultants: 
– HDR Inc. with assistance from Nelson/Nygaard, Polsinelli 

Shughart; Patti Banks Associates, HG Consult, Inc; Burns & 
McDonnell; and Architectural and Historical Research 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Timeframe  
• April – June 2011 

– Purpose and Need 
– Project Goals and Objectives 
– Identification of Alternatives 
 

• July – September 2011 
– Detailed Alternatives Assessment (resulting in the locally preferred 

alternative) 
– Financial Assessment 
 

• October – December 2011 
– Draft Report 
 

• January 2012 
– Final Report to Federal Transit Administration 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Project Purpose: 

 “The purpose of the project is to provide an attractive 
transit option that will more conveniently connect people 
and places within the Downtown Corridor, and support 
regional and city efforts to develop downtown Kansas City 
and the Downtown Corridor as a more attractive and 
successful urban center.” 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

            Lessons Learned - Portland 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

         Lessons Learned - Seattle 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

           Lessons Learned - Seattle 



  



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Alternatives Analysis 

 Develop and Compare 
Alternatives…both modes of 
transit and the possible 
routes 

 

 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Mode Alternatives 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 
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               Lessons Learned - Portland 
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Potential Tier 1 alignments:  



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Next Steps in this Process  

• Development of Evaluation Criteria  for Tier 1 screening of 
the alternative alignments 

 

• Best-performing short list becomes the Tier 2 alignments 

 

• Tier 2 Review: 

– Cost 

– Ridership 

– Economic Development potential 

– Financing potential 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Alternatives Analysis 

 

• Engineering and Technical Aspects 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Alternatives Analysis 

• Utilities, Low Clearances, and Structures 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Alternatives Analysis 

• Handling Special Events 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

• Maintenance and Storage Facilities 

Alternatives Analysis 

Portland Seattle 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Integrating transit  
with public spaces 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Alternatives Analysis 

• The final locally preferred 
alternative will respond to: 
– Potential ridership 

– Traffic impacts 

– Right-of-way issues 

– Land use impacts 

– Community issues 

– Economic development 
potential 

– Environmental and impacts on 
historic resources 

– Operating and construction 
costs 

– Project financing potential 

 

 



www.kcsmartmoves.org 

 

Questions or Comments? 

• Visit www.kcsmartmoves.org 
 

• Email or Call a Partnership Team Member 
– Sherri McIntyre, City of Kansas City at: 
 sherri.mcintyre@kcmo.org and 816-513-1408 
 
– Tom Gerend, Mid-America Regional Council at: 
 tgerend@marc.org and 816-701-8303 
 
– Dick Jarrold, Kansas City Area Transportation Authority at: 
 djarrold@kcata.org and 816-346-0356 
 

• Schedule a Presentation 
– Triveece Harvey, Patti Banks Associates at: 
 tharvey@pbassociates.com and 816-756-5690 x. 3038 

http://www.kcsmartmoves.org/
mailto:sherri.mcintyre@kcmo.org
mailto:tgerend@marc.org
mailto:djarrold@kcata.org
mailto:tharvey@pbassociates.com
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Public Open House  
Tuesday, June 21, 2011 from 4 to 6:30 PM CST 

Central Branch – Kansas City Public Library 
14 W. 10th Street, Kansas City, Mo. 64105 

 
A public open house was held to discuss the Downtown Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA) 
on June 21, 2011 from 4 to 6:30 p.m. in Helzberg Auditorium at the Central Branch of the 
Kansas City Public Library (14 W. 10th Street) in Kansas City, Mo.  Short, identical presentations 
were given at 4:30 and 5:30 p.m.  The purpose of the meeting was to provide targeted 
stakeholder groups and the general public and media with an overview of the Downtown 
Corridor AA as well as to: 

• Share information about the: 

o Purpose and need for the AA. 

o How the AA differs from previous efforts. 

o Planning process and schedule for the AA. 

o Differences between transit modes, such as the modern street car and 
circulator bus. 

o Alignment alternatives for a potential, fixed-guideway starter line. 

o Eventual development of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and general 
financing strategies for it. 

• Gather feedback on: 

o Purpose and need for the AA. 

o Preferred transit modes and starter line alignments. 

A total of 113 people attended the open house in addition to the project team.  Attendees 
included local public officials and staff, downtown residents, business representatives, 
neighborhood groups, umbrella agencies, advocacy groups, and television, print, and radio 
news media.   Notice was provided via press release, www.smartmoves.org, email blast, bus 
bulletin, Facebook, and stakeholder meeting announcements.  An overview of the 
information presented at the meeting, general comments, comment card responses, and 
other comments are included below. 
 

Handouts and Exhibits 
Handouts provided to meeting participants included: 

• Meeting overview handout  
• Project fact sheet 
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• Project comment form 
• Meeting evaluation form 

 
Meeting participants were encouraged to review the following exhibits: 

• Welcome:  Relevant meeting information 
• Overview:  Project description 
• Process and Schedule:  General project details 
• Project Purpose and Need:   Purpose and need statement 
• Modes of Transit:  Circulator bus and modern streetcar comparison 
• How to Pay for If:  Guiding principles and potential sources of funding 
• Next Steps:  Planning process activities for July – September 2011 
• Stay Informed:  www.smartmoves.org  

 
General Summary of Comments 

Fifty (50) hardcopy and 14 electronic comment cards were returned to the project team plus 
other comments received in a variety of ways, e.g. by email, phone, or letter, during the weeks 
that followed the open house.  Generally, the feedback received related to: 

• Improve transit downtown: 

o For visitors, residents, and workers alike 

o Due to issues with the current bus system (general and MAX), e.g. 
timing/scheduling, confusing routes 

o Better connect destinations 

o  Improve convenience 

o Decrease dependence on the automobile 

o Improve the urban core and spur development 

o Help Kansas City compete with other cities 

• Agreement on the purpose and need statement, noting that the starter line could: 

o Trigger economic development and encourage infill 

o Support continual growth downtown 

o Represent permanent downtown investment 

o Create better transit connections and circulation, particularly for short trips 

o Be the beginning of fixed-guideway transit in Kansas City 

o Support tourism 
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• Interest in the modern streetcar because it would: 

o Use permanent rails 

o Be a predictable, fixed route circulator  

o Have a positive connotation/perception 

o Offer an easy riding experience 

o Demonstrate permanence of investment 

• Interest in all of the alignment alternatives 

o Most comments focused on Main Street and the Main Street/Walnut couplet  
and other provided alternatives but one respondent suggested that 
Wyandotte Street be studied among the alignment alternatives. 

• Other comments 

o Excited about the project. 

o Connections into or through the City Market – Additional detail and 
presentation requested. 

o Potential for expansion and connection with other transit routes 

o Integration and accommodation of bicycles with the starter line 

o Expanded bus service as a better mode choice than streetcar  

o Consideration and accommodations for the Performing Arts and Sprint Centers 
events and/or activities. 

o Request for additional streetcar details, .e.g. operations, hours of service, 
funding mechanisms, potential rider fares/ticketing, potential ridership, timing 
for construction, etc. 
 

Verbatim Comments from Comment Cards 

The comment forms provided to meeting participants during the meeting and via the project 
webpage included the four questions below and resulted in the answers included with each.  
 

• Do you think there is a need for improved transit downtown?  Why? 

o Yes.  Many times we (my office) want to go other places during the day for 
lunch, the walk from 10th and Main to Crossroads is just too long for a quick 
lunch.  I used to live downtown and I would have much rather not used my car 
to drive and run errands. 

o Yes.  For people living downtown – MAX was a nice try to get around the city 
but is late, makes irregular stops and is generally another bus route.  For visitor 
– a simple system to drop them at all stops and city offices. 



                      
 
 
  SUMMARY 

 - 4 -  
 

o Overall, yes.  The MAX does a good job, but there area too many stops along 
the route.  I think, a free, streetcar(s) would be more popular and would help KC 
be seen as a progressive city. 

o Absolutely.  Our public transportation is nearly non-existent.  To recruit creative 
people to our city, to decrease our sprawl and wasted infrastructure dollars on 
it, and to bring us into the modern world, a real public transportation system is 
a must. 

o I feel improved downtown transit frequency and appeal would benefit tourism, 
marketability, and access to downtown “attractions” for both suburbanites and 
visitors to the city.  Urban dwellers would also benefit. 

o Primarily as a means to increase connectivity from the River Market to Crown 
Center. Also as a tool for economic development. 

o Yes, would encourage people movement, ease of access, fewer cars trying to 
park, people more apt to venture further for lunch/dinner/outings. 

o Yes.  It is hard to figure out the existing system.  I can’t figure out the MAX 
system.  What it is, where it goes, how much it costs.  It looks like something I 
might find useful.  I just can’t figure out how it works. 

o Come on – R u kidding?  Of course! 

o Yes.  Visitors to our city never get to see our beautiful city.  They are just kind of 
lost downtown.  I have talked with many of them over the years.  We need the 
starter so people can get around downtown and hopefully want to expand it to 
other areas. 

o Yes.  Current bus routes don’t appear to be well utilized for short trips to and 
from different parts of downtown. 

o Yes.  Need less reliance on single passenger auto. 

o Yes – Downtown is thriving but to maintain residential and employment 
growth, transit is required.  Transit is essential to achieving our goals. 

o Yes.  It is too difficult to use the present system. 

o Yes – But I do think the MAX service is a good start. 

o Absolutely – Downtown is the perfect area to start developing a system to 
make KC less car-dependent. 

o I rarely use transit because it isn’t convenient.  I think transit will help increase 
residents (downtown) and help us become a major city and not just a region of 
suburbs. 

o 1) Connecting KC’s various downtowns is important. 2) will promote living in 
urban core and sustain office/retail area. 
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o Yes indeed.  The better folks can move around, the better the flow of 
commerce and ______ business that takes place in KC. 

o Yes – Because the current system is atrocious. 

o Yes, we need to keep up with our urban centers around the country.  If we 
don’t increase options, all we will have is a landscape of parking garages and 
lots. 

o Yes – Short trips and tourists. 

o Yes.  I think it is time for KC to join other cities in providing an eco-friendly, 
mass transit option. 

o Yes. 

o Yes, become less auto dependent. 

o Yes.  Because right now downtown KC is still car-centric.  Having a streetcar 
would help eliminate some two car dependence in downtown. 

o Yes.  Improved/alternate transportation will allow increased public 
opportunities to shop, dine, and live in the downtown area without working 
about parking/traffic. 

o Keep from waiting on regular buses most up to an hour. 

o Yes.  I think improved transit to serve a growing residential population and 
visitors would be an asset to continuing the growth and development of 
downtown. 

o Yes!  In the last year gas prices seem to have pushed use up and the 
MAX/KCATA/Jo Bus are crowded, confusing, and not useful for day to day trips 
(groceries, household shopping). 

o Yes.  Cars take up much space, ___ physically and psychologically in our urban 
life. 

o Yes – It would help people get from place to place with greater comfort. 

o Yes, easy access to areas that fell too close together to drive to but feel like a 
long walk. 

o Yes!! Autos dominate here…boo.  Get us some bike, ped, multi-modal transit. 

o Yes, there is a need for a spine-like service for the Metro. 

o Yes.  Kansas City used to have great streetcar live and downtown has suffered 
ever since they too that car out.  KC is behind other major cities when it comes 
to mass transit. 

o Yes, to connect and improve the urban core. 
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o No!  Frankly, I am shocked and disappointed at the idea, when the greatest 
need for transportation is in the Northland (North Counties).  Plenty of buses 
serve the downtown area as well. 

o Timeliness – Bus always off schedule.  Concise route. 

o Yes – So long as there are economic development improvements that support 
additional ridership. 

o Yes, because we have to start somewhere to replace the auto as the primary 
transportation vehicle. 

o Residents and visitors need to be persuaded that driving around looking for 
parking places, especially when events occur that increase density, however 
temporary, leads to frustration and energy waste.  A convenient, frequent 
alternative mode would do that. 

o Yes.  Simplifications of existing KCATA bus routes citywide. 

o Yes.  Rail has proven to add density over time which is essential to KC’s long 
term success. Also, better transit is essential for many low income residents 
who rely on it for access to jobs. 

o Improve transit in the whole region!  We are behind other cities offering transit.  
This is a better investment than more roads and parking.  Senior and low 
income population needs it.  Others want it. 

o Yes – Get rid of cars.  Horrible to pedestrians. 

o Yes, downtown has seen significant redevelopment in the last 5-10 years and 
the number of people traveling within the corridor seems sufficient to support 
a system.  Reduces congestion, reduces emissions. 

o Yes. 

o Yes – All easily identifiable modes of public transportation for those of us who 
come downtown occasionally.  

o Yes.  We need to change the prevailing automobile-centric mindset and I think 
it’ll take rail transit to do it. 

o Yes.  If Kansas City wishes to improve its urban core, then it needs a dedicated 
transit corridor.  This means a dedicated right-of-way for either a streetcar or 
true BRT. 

o Yes. Consistent, on-time, high-profile, high frequency, weekend and night time 
transportation is needed.  

o Yes, with proper planning, downtown transit could be much faster than it is 
today. 

o Absolutely.  I work downtown and would love to see an improved transit 
system.  I'm even more excited about the long-term possibility of a transit 



                      
 
 
  SUMMARY 

 - 7 -  
 

system which helps me commute to work more quickly and efficiently, but I 
understand that this is an important first step.  My primary fear is that all of this 
discussion and effort will result in a recommendation to simply improve the 
bus system.  In my opinion, that would be a very disappointing and short-
sighted proposal, even considering the obvious financial ease of such a 
recommendation.  The reputation of the bus system is already low and its 
complete reliance on the existing traffic network will never allow it to be 
highly-utilized no matter the improvements.  A rail system absolutely must be 
developed eventually for KC to be competitive, so we might as well start on it 
sooner rather than later. 

o Absolutely.  Our downtown is quite spread out considering the number of 
people.  Bus routes weave about and are confusing to people who do not ride 
often.  Evening stops are infrequent and make it difficult to count on the bus 
with waits up to one hour (ie, 51 on weekends). 

o Yes. Downtown needs to be able to more effectively compete with Johnson 
County for businesses and jobs. One way to make downtown more attractive is 
increased transit access. That said, almost all of Kansas City's urban core is 
starved for good transit. Downtown is not unique in this need. 

o Absolutely.  Kansas City, being one of the worst metro areas in the nation in 
regards to transit, needs to start somewhere.  Downtown KC is a logical place 
to start. 

o yes.  a transit system that is utilized by a significant % of the population 
decreases pollution, parking issues, and gives more people an option not to 
have to depend on personal automobile transit. 

o Absolutely. Street cars will expand transportation options and put a focus on 
downtown KC as the center of this region. With this long-term public 
investment in transportation, it will attract private development and build the 
case for the return of the streetcars in KC. 

o Yes. What really needs to happen is a reduction in parking while increasing 
transit service. Limiting the number of spaces, and taxing them, would increase 
the incentive to use transit. 

o The busses seem to run pretty regularly and traffic isn't much of a problem. I'd 
like to see some more bike lanes, but I don't know what, if any problems exist 
now. 

o Yes! The bus routes are spread out all over and none of few of them are 
designed for getting around within the greater downtown area. 

o Absolutely.   1. The easier it is to get around, the more likely people will feel 
comfortable coming/being downtown (locals and visitors).  2. Existing 
business/residential will grow which will attract new business/residential.  3. 
The perception is that KC is trailing other cities. 
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o Yes.  Tourists, gas costs, urban/pedestrian experience, lessening the need for 
garage construction, increasing pollution, aging baby boomers… 

o Yes. Our city has a dire need for an extensive public transportation system. This will 
serve as a great starting block for further public transportation in the Kansas City 
metro. 

o Yes. Buses run routes that change streets on a whim. Very few direct routes. The 
number 51 route is a prime example. 

o Yes, lack of clear, consistent, modern transport option to travel in this corridor creates 
a STILL consistent need for travel in ones own vehicle leading to too many parking 
garages, surface parking lots, and limited parking spaces at various destinations in this 
corridor.  You have to start somewhere/sometime and this is the best 'starting option' 
we have discussed.  Utilizing Union Station is key IMO. 

o Yes! It would be great for visitors and downtown workers to get some of the car traffic 
off the road 

o Yes, downtown growth requires transportation from the edges to the core city.  
Innovative transit systems produce growth business such as street cafes and 
boutiques.  Denver is the best example. 

o Yes.  I don't go downtown too often, but when I do it's always an adventure finding 
somewhere to park.  I usually end up at the Park and Ride at River Market and just 
take the MAX to the locations I need. 

o There is definitely a need for improved transit downtown.  In these times of ever 
rising fuel costs, an attractive alternative to driving is a necessity. 
Since the density of jobs, retail and activity centers downtown permit walking to your 
destination once you arrive on transit, downtown is the ideal place to start. 

o Yes I believe there is a need. I am a downtown resident and I rely on public 
transportation. I feel that downtown needs more night and weekend transportation, 
especially if it wants to attract large numbers of people in to downtown's 
entertainment districts. Also, offering a safe alternative to drinking and driving. 

o I do think there is a need for improved transit downtown and in the suburbs. 

o Yes.  I don't think traffic is terrible downtown, but it would make it more accessible, 
and people more productive ‐ if you could read a book or work on the way instead of 
driving.  You would think it would make nightlife safer and more profitable 
considering people could hang out for happy hour after work and take a train home 
instead of driving or just skipping out on patronizing downtown businesses. 
 
I think there's something psychological about a STREETCAR vs. a bus, that makes it 
seem more reliable (you can see the tracks) and makes people more likely to take it. 

o Yes.  If Kansas City wishes to improve its urban core, then it needs a dedicated transit 
corridor.  This means a dedicated right‐of‐way for either a streetcar or true BRT. 
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o Yes. Consistent, on‐time, high‐profile, high frequency, weekend and nighttime 
transportation is needed. 

• According to the Purpose and Need Statement for the Downtown Corridor 
Alternatives Analysis, “The purpose of the project is to provide an attractive 
transit option that will more conveniently connect people and places within the 
downtown corridor, and support regional and city efforts to develop Kansas City 
and the downtown corridor as a more attractive and successful urban 
center…The project is needed to help the downtown corridor connect, develop, 
thrive, and sustain”.  Do you agree with the purpose and need statement? Why or 
why not? 

o Yes.  Various parts of downtown are thriving and having something like the car 
transit connect everything, everyone and allow for future expansion, would 
help accomplish all of these things; develop thrive and sustain.  We need this to 
keep up with other downtowns. 

o Yes – Emphasis on downtown corridor.   Appreciate the starter line approach.  
Walk before running. 

o Yes.  Kansas City will never be a town with huge mass transit ridership.  Instead 
a streetcar system will promote development in downtown and help 
downtown workers, residents, and visitors more easily move between areas. 

o Yes.  I would substitute [as follows] “…The project is needed to help the 
downtown corridor continues to connect, develop, thrive, and sustain the 
downtown corridor.” 

o Yes.  A big gripe of suburbanites about visiting downtown venues is parking 
availability close to their events.  This kind of transit would make events 
accessible from numerous parking opportunities all along the line.  This would 
boost downtown business and growth. 

o Yes.  As a downtown residents I would like to see continued growth in both 
population and density of service.  I believe urban transit will also appeal to 
conventions and out of town tourists. 

o Yes.  

o Yes.  Most importantly, it needs to connect with the suburbs. If you can make it 
easy to get downtown from the suburbs, companies will want to locate 
downtown.  That is what will make downtown develop and thrive.  Then the 
corridor transportation will make it easy to move around once people get 
downtown. 

o Yes – Get people out of their cars and put feet on the street – Even for only 2 or 
3 blocks. 

o I do agree.  There are lots of people living downtown again (once there were 
neighborhoods).  Those have been destroyed and housing with it and now 
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lofts and condos and apartments are bringing people back to live, many near 
their work.  Then with visitors, convention people, and a need for good 
transportation that is bike and pedestrian friendly and gets away from the cars 
everywhere. 

o Yes.  Downtown is too big, particularly from north to south, for people to walk 
to and from different areas. 

o Yes.  Other cities that have adopted this approach have seen their downtowns 
thrive. 

o Yes, the statement should be even bolder in its vision.  Downtown must 
become the most attractive and successful urban center. 

o Yes.  Because it is important. 

o Sounds good to me. 

o I would like to see the development this would generate (yes). 

o I agree, the city can be an exciting place and if it is accessible people want to 
come.  People enjoy the cities that have transit and talk about how great they 
area.  If we don’t have a strong core our strong suburbs may deteriorate. 

o Yes.  Strong urban core is critical for maintaining and growing a strong city.  
Fixed streetcar transit will connect various core areas of KCMO’s downtown 
into one core – working together instead of cross purpose. 

o Yes. 

o Yes – Must be attractive, convenient, affordable, and provide connectivity 
throughout downtown. 

o Doesn’t talk about current lack of options for travelers who desire transit 
service.  Yes, there are existing bus routes but too many stops and not friendly 
for the casual 1 trip per week ride. 

o Yes – To encourage developing with the corridor. 

o Yes.  Downtown KC is not convenient for getting around.  Parking is difficult. If 
you want to go to more than one locations, it is difficult to do without moving 
your car and dealing with the same problems at each location. 

o Yes. 

o Yes. 

o Yes.  See above. 

o Yes. 

o Yes. 
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o Yes because the character of the neighborhoods is already there but 
connectivity is needed to draw bigger development.  Improved transit expands 
development options and helps keep up the momentum in urban living, while 
also connecting tourists to other hubs. 

o Yes.  It represents a commitment and instills confidence. 

o Yes – I feel this is accurate and well thought out. 

o Yes.  Connection is key with development needed between the nodes.  In 
between development will only sustain with the something that constant 
brings people to/past it. 

o Yes.  All good things. 

o Yes. 

o Yes.  Those are the fair things all cities need to stay important and “influential”. 

o Yes, I am in agreement with items circles [connect, develop, thrive, and 
sustain]. 

o No, I disagree for the reasons stated above.  Therefore, what you are proposing 
sounds like a waste of money. 

o Yes. 

o Yes – These types of projects are only successful when they area community 
asset. 

o I like the statement but it seems too wordy. 

o Agree.  Removal, elimination or diminishing private auto use will help 
enormously to remove barriers to the kind of circulation opportunities that 
encourage residents and visitors to slow down, experience vibrant street life 
and support development of same. 

o Yes, in that more direct investment in fixed transit will be beneficial.  In 
addition, further care needs to be made concerning commuter connections not 
only to Jacomo but also the SW segment of the city. 

o Yes.  I think it is important for a vibrant urban center, which KC badly needs. 

o Yes, we need to encourage more urban development and more infill building.  
Would make KC more “cool”, attracting people.  Need obvious ways for visitors 
to get around. 

o Yes – We can’t survive without a strong downtown. 

o Yes, it identifies the right motivating factors (development, desire for 
convenience) that have been lacking in other efforts to develop fixed-
guideway system. 

o Yes. 
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o [attractive and successful] brings a real energy to downtown. 

o I agree it’s a good, concise statement but it is pretty general, and I don’t find 
the bullet point approach on the display boards to be entirely satisfactory.  I 
want to see narrative that “hangs together”. 

o I agree with the above statement.  Kansas City needs to connect its urban 
neighborhoods.  A stable transit system would also encourage infill 
development between neighborhoods, such as River Market, Crossroads and 
Union Hill.  Eventually, such a line should reach 47th Street. 

o Yes 

o Mostly but I would expand it out to include the urban core to the Plaza. I feel 
like connecting the river to Crown Center is a good starting point but doesn't 
really do a whole lot on its own. Two miles is easily walkable, bikeable, and 
there's already plenty of bus service. I also don't think it would stop people 
from getting in their cars. Connecting the river to the Plaza with rail is a game 
changer. 

o Yes.  I work in the downtown business district and would utilize a 'true' transit 
system almost daily.  (my definition of 'true' means something beyond simply 
buses) 

o Yes.  I think that making the route attractive includes making rail opportunities 
available.  Rail does not have the stigma that the bus has, and rail is a good 
gateway to other public transportation options.  As the downtown corridor is 
comprised of many segments and sub-areas, it is important to bridge those 
areas together, not only for tourists, but for the thousands of downtown loop 
workers who still have never heard of the Crossroads, etc. 

o Somewhat. It is not entirely clear from the statement which people would be 
served. Downtown residents? Downtown workers who live elsewhere? 
Tourists? 

o Yes. 

o yes, all of it. 

o Yes. Kansas City is built on a north south axis, and making all of these districts 
(River Market, Downtown Loop, Crossroads, and Crown Center) into one 
downtown will assist in the continued prosperity of all of them. Plus, it helps 
connect tourists and convention goers to a broader range of hotels, dining, and 
entertainment. 

o I agree.  We are quickly becoming a no man's land for development and visitor 
conventions. We must keep ourselves viable or we lose more each week that 
goes by. 
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o No; downtown is developing, thriving, and sustaining pretty well as it is. 
Though disconnected, getting people out on the streets through 
walking/biking would be better. 

o Transportation for the masses in the downtown area and across the metro is 
absolutely needed and important. 

o Yes. It's necessary to ensure downtown continues to thrive and grow without 
having to add more parking. 

o Well stated. 

o Yes.  Public transit allows an urban resident and visitor access to the 
community.  With a growing “critical mass” businesses see the “supply and 
demand” which, of course, creates the jobs and tax revenue. 

o Yes. Connecting the river market, downtown, crossroads and crown center 
allows people to move from destination to destination without the hassle of 
driving and parking. 

o Yes. There is this 'gap' between the south side of the loop and Crown Center. 
A lot of empty store fronts, and sidewalks that are in terrible condition. 

o YES!!! 

o Yes, having traveled to downtown KC and the Plaza area for many years, I can 
tell you I hate driving downtown then walking miles to get around. 

o Yes.  Especially with the increasing costs of gas public transit is becoming 
very important. 

o I absolutely agree with the statement. 

o Yes, I do. However, I think that you also should look at possibly making the 
street car a 24 hour line. Many cities have 24 hour transit, however, Kansas 
City does not. 

o I agree with the Purpose and Need Statement because downtown Kansas 
City has been neglected for far long and it seems now that we finally are 
bringing back the people and events to Kansas City and making it a more 
attractive urban center 

o Yes.  I think 'attractive' and 'conveniently' are more than just promotional 
words.  If the system is easy for people to understand it would mean 
thousands more riders per year.  Tourists and locals. 

o I agree with the above statement.  Kansas City needs to connect its urban 
neighborhoods.  A stable transit system would also encourage infill 
development between neighborhoods, such as River Market, Crossroads and 
Union Hill.  Eventually, such a line should reach 47th Street. 

o Yes. 
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• Which mode of transportation, such as the modern streetcar or bus with a 
dedicated travel lane, do you prefer most for the downtown corridor? Why? 

o I would prefer streetcar.  I do not think a dedicated travel lane for buses is the 
best solution to our transit issues.  I think there is a benefit to fixed tracks on 
the roads for retail and venders. 

o Modern streetcar.  See comments Re: MAX. 

o MODERN STREETCAR!  A streetcar system has an appeal that a bus system can’t 
match.  On top of that, a streetcar system, using permanent rails, will offer 
better development opportunities since the route can’t easily be switched to a 
different street. 

o Modern streetcar.  We have a rapid bus line (MAX) and it is a joke. 

o Streetcars have a much more “permanent” routing and dependability which 
will encourage establishment of businesses along the line. 

o Streetcar.  Will be more recognizable as a “circulator” than another bus. 

o Streetcar – There is a “stigma” about buses to many people – We are way 
behind times and other cities! 

o Modern streetcar.  It has a more upscale feel that I think will be more widely 
received.  Too much negative connotation with “riding the bus”. 

o Streetcar – Lacks the negative stigma of the poor people riding the bus!! 

o Streetcar.  Its affordable and attractive.  Doesn’t take as long to build.  Probably 
won’t break us.  We can build it in phases if we decided to expand.  Take up less 
space. 

o Modern streetcars.  People just seem to like fixed rail vehicles a lot more than 
even the nicest buses. 

o Streetcar appears to spawn development. 

o Modern streetcar will establish the permanence required to attract 
redevelopment and retain business. 

o Modern streetcar.  Can be used to put people to work in construction, cleaner, 
more efficient. 

o I like the idea of a fare card and side load buses – We need fast load/unload. 

o Streetcar – Would be more popular, lead to further extensions. 

o Streetcar, there is a cool factor there.  A bus is a bus. 

o 1) Modern streetcar – Feels more like true fixed rail which creates stability and 
raise property values along routes. 

o Streetcar. 
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o Streetcar – More efficient, cleaner, greener, should spur economic 
development. 

o Streetcar – Buses have a bad reputation in KC streetcar mode has more appeal 
to young and new transit riders. 

o Modern streetcar shows a change in mode of travel. 

o Streetcar.  The bus system in KC isn’t used because it’s not convenient.  And I 
like the idea of using electricity rather than fuel. 

o Streetcar. 

o Streetcar, need to keep up with peer cities. 

o Streetcar because fix rail provide ______, certainly, and energy to transit 
option.  Buses will not and cannot do this. 

o Streetcar.  Fixed route makes less congestion and easier to use. 

o Modern streetcar.  Give us something exciting just like we were given MAX. 

o Modern streetcar.  I think an option w/built-in infrastructure will have a greater 
economic impact and also appears easier to use for people unfamiliar with 
transit. 

o I prefer a streetcar for the character and novelty as well as increased capacity. 

o Modern streetcar = Predictable, long term transit improvement.  BRT appears 
to be successful in KC. 

o Streetcar because it can be built more easily and provide a _____. 

o Streetcar – Seems much more “temporary travel” and quick access on and off.  
More friendly to standing. 

o I thought you said the streetcar didn’t need a dedicated lane. 

o Streetcar  - It’s more permanent. 

o Streetcar.  It is more convenient than the bus. 

o Modern streetcar – Less expensive than light rail, like sharing with bus lane, 
steps 3-4 blocks (like), and help with economic development. 

o The buses are already doing an excellent job, and the system is already set up. 

o Streetcar. 

o If the ridership is there, streetcar.  Bus would be a lot more affordable. 

o BRT is cheaper but streetcars are sexier, and to get the public to accept public 
transportation let’s go with sex appeal first. 

o Streetcar.  Case studies, focus groups and anecdotal evidence support 
conclusion that people regard streetcar or fixed rail transportation over buses. 



                      
 
 
  SUMMARY 

 - 16 -  
 

o Modern streetcar for clarity of route and permanence of investment. 

o Modern streetcar.  I think the permanence of rail is important for other lines to 
connect to it and to spark the development around it.  It is cheaper to expand 
for increase ridership also. 

o Streetcar but I use and like the bus too.  Streetcars seem more permanent, 
dependable.  I hope will create business development like trams and streetcars 
in Atlanta, Chicago, Seattle. 

o Streetcar – Permanence makes it always visible.  In people’s view bus 
disappears. 

o Modern streetcar, especially if it can be operated with clean energy, for the 
noise reduction, and emission reduction benefits. 

o Streetcar. 

o Streetcar. 

o Streetcar hands down.  I’d like to see it in reserved lanes, even though that 
requires “prying” those lanes away from the traffic engineers. 

o Whatever is chosen needs the following: off board ticketing, signal-priority, 
dedicated right-of-way.  Ideally, the vehicles should travel down the middle of 
the roadway, with stations in the median.  As such, I would prefer true BRT 
(similar to Cleveland's Health Line) to a streetcar that shares lanes with 
automobile traffic. 

o Modern streetcar. 

o I prefer modern streetcar with a dedicated lane. Without a dedicated lane and 
signal priority, I don't really feel like the expense of streetcar is worth it. Busses 
would be faster, and while that's not the whole equation, they're much 
cheaper. If a dedicated lane is an option for busses, why can't it be an option for 
streetcar? If a streetcar can get up to 40-50 mph, with a dedicated lane and 
signal priority, that'd be just as good as light rail. Especially if the Sanders 
commuter rail plan happens because those tracks would never connect to a 
light rail N-S spine since they're traveling E-W through the core. 

o I 100% prefer a streetcar system.  The buses just have too many flaws and too 
low of a reputation to ever be successful on the scale I envision. 

o I favor a streetcar with a dedicated travel lane.  The streetcar should be 
expandable to future North/South stops, capable to travel at a higher speed on 
long right of ways (50MPH+), and not easily impeded by traffic events such as 
Sprint Center events, First Fridays, rush hour (though rush hour is not normally 
that bad on proposed routes). 

o I like certain aspects of both options, but ultimately I would prefer a modern 
streetcar with at-grade exclusive right-of-way and traffic signal priority. 
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Currently, a bus from River Market to Union Station can take 20 minutes. It 
would be a pity if the streetcar option didn't improve upon this. 

o Modern Streetcar.  The public needs to see something different in order to start 
thinking differently about transit. 

o streetcars are easier to use 

o Streetcar all the way. Buses with dedicated lanes can be moved and have 
proven to not drive private development decisions. Plus, we need to start 
thinking beyond the internal combustion engine as petroleum and the costs of 
maintaining bus fleets will increase over time. 

o I support a streetcar system as long as it easily converts to something more 
modern such as Portland and other cities of similar size enjoy. 

o Bus with dedicated travel lanes and tickets that can be purchased before 
boarding. 

o Busses seem cheaper, more flexible and a better option all around. A streetcar 
seems mostly like a waste of money designed to be used by those who think 
busses are for poor people. 

o Modern streetcar. 

o Streetcar option is sexier and has a perception of being more modern and 
easier to locate/use 

o I think to create a larger market you will have to appeal aesthetically which is 
anything but a bus.Modern streetcar. Or light rail. We need something more 
extensive than a bus system. 

o If I had to choose between a streetcar or a bus, I would take the street car. At 
least it is on a direct route without changing streets. 

o MODERN STREET CAR!  As similar as the options may seem, it's amazing the 
'Acceptance' and 'Willingness to Use' shown by citizens when the options is 
light rail/streetcar options.  This mode is perceived as more SAFE, CLEAN, and 
ACCEPTABLE by a wider array of citizens than buses 

o modern streetcar 

o Modern street car along the lines of San Francisco would be the ultimate draw 
for tourism. 

o I would prefer the streetcar.  Personally I think that they look better and it 
offers (for the most part) a permanent route that buses just can't offer all of 
the time.  Plus with a streetcar you can tell if it runs along a route because you 
can see the rails in the road.  With buses you have to locate a sign to be sure 
and even then the routes can be confusing. 

o For KC, modern streetcars are the perfect mode.  Fixed guideway systems are 
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'permanent' and attract development.  A bus can be there today and gone 
tomorrow and does little if anything to foster development. 

o The Street car is my preference, because if this city wants to attract people and 
business's we need to give the impression that we are a modern and 
developing city that incourages environmental practices. 

o Right now i use a car for my mode of transportation. And because of the poor 
public transportation 

o The streetcar.  I'd rather see something with it's own right of way, existing 
outside of traffic, whether it's above, below or around. 

o Whatever is chosen needs the following: offboard ticketing, signal-priority, 
dedicated right-of-way.  Ideally, the vehicles should travel down the middle of 
the roadway, with stations in the median.  As such, I would prefer true BRT 
(similar to Cleveland's Health Line) to a streetcar that shares lanes with 
automobile traffic. 

o Modern streetcar. 

• Which alignment alternative do you prefer most for the downtown corridor?  
Why? 

o Alt. 7. 

o Couplet up Grand with City Market and reconnecting with _____ at Pershing.  
The Market and Crown Center must be included or the line is not valuable for 
KC residents or visitors. 

o I would prefer either Main or Baltimore.  Main is the logical first choice and 
offers a very straight route.  The drawback to Main is that it is starting to get 
heavily congested in the loop with people coming downtown to park for P&L, 
Midland, and Sprint Center. 

o I prefer a couplet route up Grand, through the actual city market, down 
Baltimore/Main and reconnecting to Grand in front of the Weston on Pershing. 

o Main Street/Walnut, preferably on Main. 

o I believe Alt #6 makes the most sense in terms of connecting both the River 
Market and Union Station.  Mr. Kemper is already underway with “Grand on 
Grand” and Grand is sometimes closed for Sprint Center events. 

o As long as it comes to the River Market, it is great.  Our preference is to loop 
around the City Market rather than go through it. 

o Modern streetcar bi-directional.  3 blocks to Sprint Center and 3 blocks to 
convention center.  Right in the middle. 

o Simple, re-concentrated single rail on Main – Closer to Kauffman than Grand. 
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o My only preference is to put it through the center of attractions when possible 
but not through a street that is closed a lot i.e. Grand Boulevard – Not great 
thinking or planning on that one – Wrecked our nice street with Sprint Center.  
Put it where it makes sense. 

o I prefer utilizing Grand Boulevard and Main Street because they are often wider 
than other streets, and utilizing two streets has the potential of attracting more 
riders. 

o Grand Street with one street.  Direct line least cost.  Other areas could have 
shuttle connections. 

o Main Street is the best route serving the CBD and provides the best connection 
to expansion to the south. 

o Electric. 

o Alt 2 Main Street with River Market Loop also Alt 3 with River Market Loop.  
Central location. 

o Couplet – Grand and Walnut. 

o Baltimore route.  It is close to the residents and convention hotels.  It needs to 
run to attractions and neighborhoods.  Residents will use downtown shopping 
if we can get to it without getting our cars and heading to the suburbs. 

o 1) Up and back along Main Street 2) Up Walnut Street and back down Main 
Street. 

o Main – Baltimore. 

o Whatever route/concept selected, Main must be a part of it.  Union Station 
must serve a hub for all future mass transportation – 

o Alt 2 or 6.  Central.  Grand at Sprint Center closed too often, need strong 
connection to Union Station. 

o Single route or couplet but couplet if they encourage wider development. 

o Alt 6.  You won’t have to worry about interference from/with events at the 
Sprint Center.  And the couplet “shares the love” more than the bi-directional 
option. 

o Main Street. 

o Keep together in order to be simpler to gain high ridership and demand for 
expansion. 

o Main Street with a single lane.  A single lane provides simplicity and Main is the 
most controlled route and is also not subject to the street closures of Walnut 
and Grand.  Baltimore is too far west. 
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o I prefer bi-directional on Grand Boulevard.  Main Street has MAX.  Let Grand 
have something and I consider Grand as the main street of downtown.   

o Single street down Main.  One street is simple and easier for riders to use.  Main 
is a straight shot from River Market to Union Station.  Would be easy to add on 
to down to Plaza area.  Loop through River Market to 3rd and Grand transit 
station. 

o I’d like to see a system that is expandable in case light rail does pick up some 
day.  We need more capacity as gas prices and vehicle ownership goes up and 
cleaner, quieter system to integrate into residential areas of downtown and 
maintain quality of life. 

o Alt 3 – Would serve the most people with the least disruption and keep it 
simple. 

o Grand singular – Connects key ideas.  Grand and Main coupled – I know this 
isn’t an option, but it would help influence t______ downtown. 

o Not sure, but leaning to single track because simplicity.  Not Walnut (doesn’t 
need as much help as others).  Main or Grand.  Maybe leaning towards Grand. 

o Walnut through downtown – Alt 3.  Having a rail on one street will be cheaper 
and will have less impact. 

o Alt 6.  It seems to affect the most people and real estate. 

o Couplet is preferred – Because reaching more of the urban core. 

o Single street routes. 

o Alt 6. 

o I prefer the Grand Boulevard only route – F or not, lay additional tracks after the 
public demands more service. 

o Alt 7, Main Street/Baltimore Avenue because:  1)  It’s more equidistant from 
Sprint Center and Performing Arts Center/Convention Center, maximizing 
ridership 2) Works around potential disruptions on Grand from special events 
that would close off the street. 

o Walnut/Main couplet. 

o I prefer Walnut.  I think it offers the best solution for both the River Market area 
and for Union Station.   It also is more centered for better access to both Sprint 
Center and Municipal Auditorium.  2nd choice Grand.  3rd Main. 

o Grand or Main – Both are more public and larger streets.  Would fit with the 
new “Make Grand Grand” project.  Needs to be where lots of people will 
congregate.  Also Grand is wide and goes to Sprint Center. 

o Whatever will maximize TOD and be likely to expand north and east. 
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o Undecided. 

o Bi-directional, for economic development reasons. 

o No preference. 

o #1 – Walnut (bi-directional) because it offers the flattest profile for walking and 
street cars alike.  I know there area major challenges on Walnut.  So #2 is Main.  
Grand would be nice but it is our “one great ceremonial street” and streetcars 
(especially centenary) would interfere with that important civic function. 

o The Grand Avenue alignment seems to be the best option.  It would connect 
Crown Center, the Crossroads, the Power & Light District, the CBD and the River 
Market.  It also offers multi-modal options in the form of Megabus (3rd and 
Grand), Amtrak and the proposed commuter rail system. The Main Street 
alignment would offer similar advantages.  The Walnut and Baltimore corridors 
are too narrow for a dedicated right-of-way, with median stations.  The couplet 
alignments could confuse potential users. 

o Main St.  Aesthetically, it would be the best option. It is the best centralized line. 
It allows for integration into the full downtown residential neighborhoods. It is 
close to the main downtown hotels, central to the business district, and would 
provide an easy centralized location. For tourists,  People can easily remember 
'find main street'. 

o If there are dedicated lanes and signal priority, I would support Main. It bridges 
the gap between the convention center, P&L, and Sprint Center. It would also 
be a straight line all the way to the Plaza. If a couplet is required to obtain 
dedicated lanes, I would go with Main/Walnut because there aren't any 90 
degree turns. If dedicated lanes are off the table, I'd go with Walnut because it 
has the least amount of traffic. 

o Alt3 (Walnut street).  This isn't even the most ideal for me personally (due to the 
location of my office), but it clearly maximizes the benefit to the most people 
while travelling directly through the best areas of downtown.  Grand St. makes 
sense from the perspective of traffic congestion (since there is much less) but it 
is too far east and doesn't portray the best image of KC to visitors.  Baltimore 
does not make sense at all due to the fact that it completely bypasses most of 
P&L and Crossroads which would prove to be a mistake in the long-run. Walnut 
is a beautiful street which traverses the best part of P&L  and Crossroads while 
still being just a short block from Sprint Center.  Hands-down the best option. 

o My preference is for the Main and Walnut couplet, but I would also be for the 
Main only route.  The couplet would work well in my mind because it would 
allow a right of way to be taken from each street, would expose riders to more 
businesses, allow an ease of recognition for Main=South/Walnut=North or the 
inverse, and encourage downtown riders to walk a block occasionally from one 
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direction to another (not unlike how subway entrances are often a block apart 
for the same stop). 

o Delaware to Main Street seems the most logical choice, as it requires no turns. If 
the inconvenient and obnoxious Main Street MAX route convinced me of 
anything, it's that transit should go in straight lines as much as possible. 

o Both northbound and southbound tracks on one street - probably Grand 
Avenue. 

o Main Baltimore, it seems more point of interest centric.  equidistant from the 
performing arts center and sprint center only a couple blocks away. 

o I believe that the best alternative is the Main Street/Walnut Couplet. By 
spreading the line over two streets, you can create a broader area that is 
walkable and prone to infill development. Main Street is the backbone of the 
City, and it naturally splits down Walnut after the railroad crossing. In the 
future, an expanded streetcar system should go all the way down Main Street 
to Waldo (via the Country Club Right-of-Way) as it once did. Bring back the 
trolleys! 

o Let's dedicate one street for this system. Main Street would be most desired. It 
places stops nearer the new Performing Arts complex. The younger crowd can 
walk to the Power and Light Dist. 

o Walnut bi-directional. This would balance both being in the center of the loop 
and traveling through dense areas. Another recommendation is to make 
Walnut like Nicolett Mall in Minneapolis, MN, where no car traffic is allowed, 
buses only. I would also like to see a bike lane mixed with the streetcar on 
Walnut with no auto traffic. 

o Only Main Street. No couplets... transit is hard enough to use if you're not a 
regular rider. Also, it should be fare-free! 

o Grand is not a good option because of occasional closures at Sprint Center. I 
like the couplet idea to share the benefits/costs with a larger pool of 
stakeholders. But it needs to be simple to find for people not familiar with 
downtown so I am leaning towards one of the bi-directional routes. I like the 
Main Street option except that traffic can already be pretty congested around 
11th Street. 

o If I have to choose it would be the bi-directional on Baltimore.  This allows (with 
extensions) for the Crown Center region, Union Station and the closest to Bartle 
and Kauffman.  Those to the east have a younger demographic (P&L, Sprint).  

o Main st. 

o South on Grand, north on Main; with stops at Crown Center and Union Station 
(big visitor areas). 
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o North on Walnut South on Grand, terminating at Union Station (return US to a 
transit HUB!)  Placing the lines a block away will create more street walking 
traffic and provide consumers to businesses as citizens walk a block to return 
the opposite direction.  Splitting the North and South would also seem to be 
more feasible in terms of street available to use. Separate lines would also 
appear to give a larger system appearance and encourage connector routes.  
Simple math also is that it would affect and service more locations. 

o use main street both ways 

o I don't care.  Point to point is the most important concept.  Anything from the 
river front to the plaza will produce ridership. 

o The Main St. corridor is nice because it runs through the middle and offers 
about equal walking distance to most parts of the downtown loop.  However I 
also like any of the couplet routes because I feel they offer benefits to a wider 
area. 

o Either both ways on Main or one way on Walnut and the other on Main are the 
most centrally located so probably preferred from that standpoint.  Grand 
being the widest street would be better from that standpoint. 

o I prefer Grand Avenue, because the MAX already runs down main street, and 
having a MAX line and a street car might get clustered. Also, the city recently 
decided to renovate Grand. 

o I would rather use public transportation because of the high prices facing are 
country, 

o Alt 2 and Alt 6.  Good and central.  Could take it to the government buildings, 
or Power and Light/Performing Arts center, YJ's or the federal district on the 
east side of downtown. 

o The Grand Avenue alignment seems to be the best option.  It would connect 
Crown Center, the Crossroads, the Power & Light District, the CBD and the 
River Market.  It also offers multi-modal options in the form of Megabus (3rd 
and Grand), Amtrak and the proposed commuter rail system. The Main Street 
alignment would offer similar advantages.  The Walnut and Baltimore 
corridors are too narrow for a dedicated right-of-way, with median stations.  
The couplet alignments could confuse potential users. 

o Main St.  
Aesthetically, it would be the best option. It is the best centralized line. It 
allows for integration into the full downtown residential neighborhoods. It is 
close to the main downtown hotels, central to the business district, and would 
provide an easy centralized location. For tourists,  People can easily remember 
'find main street'. 
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• What other comments or questions do you have? 

o I’m so excited!  This will weave so much together. 

o No MAX!  Timeliness and trendiness of modern streetcar a must.  The River 
Market and Crown Center must be integrated stops.  Excited to hear more!  
Great project. 

o Please involve downtown neighborhood association and downtown residents 
during the process to select the route. 

o *) Put the maintenance shed just north of Washington Park by the railroad 
tracks. *) Please do not pick up a bi-directional scheme down Grand.  This could 
end up being an “edge” not a connector.  Very little development is east of 
Grand.  *) Most importantly – This project must connect the City Market to 
Crown Center.  It will be a grave failure to stop short of these 2 locations.  We 
have to help pedestrians over our man-made hurdles – train tracks, 670, I-70. 

o I believe that most great cities have accessible public transportation.  Once a 
starter line such as this is established, more will develop.  Kansas City will 
become a great city. 

o By using Main/Walnut with the Grand Avenue redo occurring it would seem we 
would get the most bang for the buck – 3 streets of improved amenities.  Also 
both Main and Walnut have lots of property available for infill.  I would like to 
see the route to go through the River Market itself (Walnut).  That may ease 
congestion in the Market on Saturday mornings, if suburban shoppers could 
hop on/off and park in one of the many surface lots on 7th and 8th Streets.  Also 
important to have easy access to Crown Center with the aquarium opening 
next year.  There should be an infill of family activity in the Union 
Station/Crown Center area. 

o SEE ATTACHED.  City Market would like to meet with the consultants please. 

 Attachment:  Transit Options – Pros and Cons 

1. Safety issue on weekends with the amount of people in the 
Market Square and traffic in the streets. 

2. What kind of sound or light warnings would take place when the 
car was coming and going through? 

3. Would it be possible to put in street blinking lights along the 
Market Square part of the route? 

4. We would still need to close the Market Square to other traffic on 
weekends so there would be some sort of gat at the 5th and 3rd 
Street entrance/exit that would open for the car to come 
through.  If a manual thing would staff then be paid for from the 
transit? 
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5. Could increase attendance. 

6. Could increase tenant sales. 

7. If the two above work, then it would along us to increase psf 
rental rates. 

8. Would increase visibility inside the Market 

9. Lots revenue thro ugh loss of concerts ($45,000 – 70,000 
annually) 

10. Would benefit from the marketing of the transit system via route 
information and being a start/end point? 

11. Would be a big re-education process, would this be included in 
the costs outlined for the project? 

12. Lost parking spaces at circles could be recouped if installed 
along front of CM4. 

13. Would get a lot of the decaying curb areas repaired and would 
get rid of the circle drive. 

14. It would bring more commuters (downtown office parkers) to 
the area which would mean less available parking. 

15. Would ATA line still run to the area? 

16. There is also the option to open Main Street back up behind the 
shops if needed. 

17. One person said it would make the Market sexy… 

o Need a transportation hub in the Crossroads to connect east-west. 

o Well I want to connect the 18th and Vine District with a loop from Crown Center 
to 18th and Vine and back to Power and Light District.  I believe wonderful 
things will happen with that loop.  Right now build the starter line and as soon 
as possible let’s connect it to 18th and Vine with a loop. 

o Make the streetcar barn an attractive destination as well. 

o It is time to get this done.  We will slip from a second to a third tier city if we 
don’t. 

o River Market Community Association is split on whether streetcar should come 
through or circle around City Market area (safety of pedestrians was issue). 

o Will this replace the Main Street BRT?  Who will operate?  Baltimore is too far 
west. 

o Grand Avenue is River Market Neighborhood, not Walnut through City Market. 
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o Please be careful about integration with bicycle routes and include space for 
bikes on streetcar vehicles. 

o Take the focus off of Main Street and put it on Grand Boulevard. 

o This kind of project would really improve my quality of life by fostering more 
housing, generating more retail (Target?!  Please!) and giving downtown 
tourists a novel way to see what we have to offer. 

o Connect line directly to Union Station above all else. 

o Riding cost?  I like Portland’s that you pay to get downtown, but then once 
downtown it is free.  Quick encouragement for riders is key. 

o Finally – Public transit for KC – Can only see positives for the urban core and KC. 

o Go to Crown Center not through.  Go through City Market. 

o Thank you – And keep up the good work! 

o Good job on presentation. 

o Would vote for any of the routes. 

o Please have a way to take bicycles on streetcar.  Make sure it goes to Union 
Station!  Have good ped friendly stops and include ADA needs.  Grand couplet 
is good or Grand or Main straight lines. 

o Combination property tax/sales tax within the district seems like the 
appropriate funding mechanism.  If security needs can be met, showcase the 
streetcar in an architecturally stunning glass building when not in use. 

o Transit for economic development.  Period. 

o Really exciting! 

o This is an important project and could be a turning point for the city.  To 
prosper, Kansas City must increase its population density.  A denser urban core 
will need fast and efficient transit.  However, it needs to be executed properly. 

o Whether we go with streetcar or bus, off board ticketing should be a very very 
high priority. That is one of the biggest delays when riding 'BRT' through KC. 
That and the Main Street MAX should be straightened out. All those twists and 
turns more than doubles the amount of time it should take to get through 
downtown.  Another thing on dedicated lanes, this is more than enough 
parking downtown to take away some on-street parking. Kansas City is the 
easiest city I've ever parked in. Parking is no excuse. Neither is traffic because 
we don't have any and there are plenty of streets to choose from when 
traveling from N-S through the CBD. 

o This is an issue that I am very passionate about so please feel free to contact me 
if there is any way that I be of any assistance. 
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o My ideal vision for the streetcar would be a grassed over right-of-way, 
expandable to the North and South, running frequently (10 minutes or less), 
and consistently (even in evenings and on weekends).  Fare would be free, as 
long as it is only a 2 mile line, since it would otherwise overlap existing service 
from the MAX.  This free service would also encourage riders to explore other 
opportunities and become excited about future expansion of regional transit.  
While financing may be a concern, a free fare would be an investment in 
recruiting future transit riders and in promoting the great features of our 
downtown. 

o I recently visited the Phoenix light rail maintenance facility as part of a 
model/historical railroad convention.  I have photos if anyone is interested. 

o I think it would be a grave mistake to not think about the future expansion of 
this initial streetcar system now. We need to strategically think about the 
historical precedence of the area as well as the potential for future growth and 
development. The right-of-way is already there on Main Street, and we have 
the ability to tie in the entire city to downtown with one, albeit large, public 
investment. We could revitalize and entire corridor from downtown to the 
Plaza and on to the streetcar suburbs built by JC Nichols that no longer have a 
street car. 

o Let's get on with it. Studies are going to kill it for another decade. We need to 
do a quick finish to the planning and put this to work! 

o In all honesty, a better alternative would be to expand bus service all over the 
metro, and not just one area. I would prefer to see a subway-style BRT system 
that connects all corners of the metro in dedicated lanes, with nice stations 
were passes can be purchased before boarding. 

o Need to quickly get a list of funding options and get moving on which ones are 
most feasible. Hopefully there will be enough funding to keep it fare-free! 

o I think the financial plan is the correct approach to avoid another city wide vote 
that will fail. Moving forward with a starter line will surely be a seed for further 
expansion as long as there aren't any missteps that generate negative public 
opinion. 

o Bi-directional would have “double” the car movement which is very important 
to show – Availability and for a two-mile distance is worth getting on for either 
direction. 

o I propose we close main street to all car traffic and make it a streetcar/light rail 
system only. 

o Let us not study this to death. 

o Excited to see the next steps! 

o This must be only the first step in a total transportation system of spokes if you 
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expect to draw people downtown (DT).  DT to sports complex, DT to airport, 
DT to Johnson County and DT to south county 

o I'm hopeful the plan is for the Downtown-Union Station line to be only a 
starter line and an extension south to the Plaza would follow as soon as 
funding permitted.  That is definitely the core route with the best ridership 
potential. 

o Yet, again I would like to emphasize the fact that we need more night and 
weekend transit options for Power and light, The Sprint Center, Concerts, First 
Friday, Crown Center, Union Station, River Market, and Out of towners. The 
transit on night and weekends is lacking, and we need service during these 
times that runs late enough and often enough to be convienent So people will 
use it. 

o It's about time... 

o This is an important project and could be a turning point for the city.  To 
prosper, Kansas City must increase its population density.  A denser urban 
core will need fast and efficient transit.  However, it needs to be executed 
properly. 

 
Other Comments 

• Downtown Neighborhood Association Position Statement: 

o Residents of the Greater Downtown Kansas City area are passionate about 
improving the state of transit in our neighborhood.   Evidence for the 
importance of transit to Downtown, and the desire to improve it, is seen in 
residents’ consistent support for transit ballot initiatives.  Transit is also a critical 
part of realizing the goals of the Greater Downtown Area Plan and extending 
the benefit of the investments already made.   

o As transit plans have come and gone, lack of coordination between interest 
groups has weakened previous proposals to the extent that Kansas City 
continues to sit on the sidelines of the modern transit revolution.  However, the 
latest proposal for a Downtown Streetcar represents a tremendous opportunity 
to make a significant improvement for Downtown and a major step toward 
building a transit culture in Kansas City. 

o Because of this incredible opportunity, the neighborhoods of Downtown 
Kansas City would like to express our strong support for the streetcar project.  
We would encourage the project team to be innovative and consider any local 
funding options that can help make the project a reality and to do so as quickly 
as is prudent, setting aggressive timelines to begin realizing the benefits of this 
system as soon as possible. 

o We also offer the following recommendations: 
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 The system should utilize modern streetcar technology, capable of 
delivering a rider experience comparable to light rail.  The route should 
utilize a single street for both directions of travel to eliminate rider 
confusion, with considerations made for the best solution for circulation 
at the ends of the route.  The route should serve the River Market 
neighborhood on the north and adequately serve Crown Center and 
Union Station on the south. 

o Approved by the Board of the Downtown Neighborhood Association 

o Lindsay Tatro, Downtown Neighborhood Association President 

• Phone Calls 

o Anonymous:  Use Main Street – Let it rip.  Accommodate Performing Arts 
Center traffic, so Avoid Grand.  Is it possible to run the streetcar without 
overhead lines. 

o Anonymous:  New to Kansas City and attended open house but learned 
nothing.  Don’t hurt Crossroads pedestrian traffic.  Isn’t this project like the 
MAX?  What are the funding mechanisms? 

o Organizing for a Downtown Streetcar:  Would like to submit letter of support 
from four affected neighborhoods (Columbus Park, Downtown Neighborhood, 
River Market, and Crossroads). 

• Emails 

o I have read the FAQ and it did have a lot of good info.  I have a few follow up 
questions that maybe you, or someone there can help answer about the 
proposed street car.  I realize you are just in the study phase and may not have 
all the answers yet, but any details or thoughts on where things are leaning 
would be very appreciated. 

  I see that in the FAQ it states that "streetcars usually have signal 
priority".  The MAX bus line was supposed to have signal priority as well, 
but somehow that got cut out along the way essentially neutering the 
express/speed part of the service.  Is this a negotiable point of the 
project or is it a definite? (My opinion/feedback is that it is a must). 

  How exactly is signal priority defined? 

 Are dedicated lanes being pursued at all (in part or even just portions of 
the line)? 

  Is any consideration being given to speed/total travel time from River 
Market to CC? 

  Will there be street kiosk for pre-boarding ticket purchasing? (there 
should!) 
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  Is frequency of trip going to be a priority? (Frequency is good!) 

  Is 24 hour service being considered? (I think it should) 

  Will people be able to board with bikes?  (they should!) 

  Is it being considered to offer free service when this first opens?  (get 
people used to riding it! or at least those who will be paying the transit 
district tax for it). 

  If everything goes as smoothly as possible...best case scenario, when 
will I be able to ride this new streetcar?  How long will the project take 
to build and be operational?  If there are questions that cannot be 
answered yet b/c its still just a study, when will these questions be 
answerable?  at what point in the process? 

So in case you couldn't tell I pretty much asked questions to which my 
feedback or answer would be YES!  as I know you are still collecting community 
feedback and wanted to give mine while also asking for some more info.  As for 
the street it should be run on...Main is my pick.  Any street besides Grand would 
be acceptable, but I am not a fan of the couplet circuits.  Keep it all on one 
street for ease of use for those who are unfamiliar.   Thanks for your time and 
responses! And please, get this thing done! 

• Letters 

o I am willing to offer thoughts pertaining to the Downtown Corridor 
Alternatives Analysis project presently being undertaken.  I would appreciate 
your including these comments with others submitted to MARC as part of your 
public involvement phase of the project. 

 As you recall, I served on the Citizens’ Task Force which developed a 
light rail proposal.  You will also recall that I served as representative of 
the Clay County Commission on the North/South Transit Corridor 
alternatives analysis project, and later as a representative of the Cla 
County Commission which selected a consultant to perform the initial 
rail corridor analysis.   

 I am not writing today as a representative of anyone other than myself, 
though wished to identify previous responsibilities to emphasize my 
familiarity with critical issues pertaining to your present alternatives 
analysis project. 

 Transportation Mode:  The first question is whether a s street railway 
system or a MAX type bus system or some combination represents the 
best strategy for fulfilling Kansas City’s needs.   

1. In general, I am of the view that a street railway system has 
better long-term potential for promoting redevelopment of 
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downtown’s empty or underutilized land (I include most parking 
lots and especially flat parking lots as underutilized land).  This 
property generates very little in tax revenue though demands 
costly services such as water and sewer service, even though 
only storm drains may be connected to the sewer lines.   

2. Construction of a street railway route could—and should be 
augmented with a redesign of certain bus routes, combined with 
possible creation of certain feeder services which might at a later 
date be converted to street railways.   

3. Promoting mixed use (office/retail/residential) development is a 
highly desirable goal.  A street railway system represents a long-
term investment which is psychologically   conducive toward 
promoting the long term redevelopment of downtown. I see this 
as desirable.  

4. On the display maps presented at your public hearings, you 
should only a few routes.  I would recommend showing both rail 
routes combined with connecting bus routes illustrating how 
mixed use c ould be mutally supporting. 

 Downtown Routes:  It appears that the planning team recommends 
side-by-side street routes so that passengers would only need to know 
to walk one block in order to catch a car going in the other direction. 

 Grand Boulevard:  I would not recommend any routing which includes 
Grand Boulevard (rather than Grand Avenue which is identified on your 
maps; it’s been over a century since that section was known as Grand 
Avenue).  There are two reasons I would exclude Grand Boulevard: 

1. Inadequate traffic demand along Grand.  It may be desirable to 
include Grand at some later date in some later phase.  However, 
Grand has too few traffic generators to be included when 
compared to other routes. 

2. Sprint Area.  Management at the Sprint Arena has been 
uncooperative and, in fact rather demanding and arrogant when 
dealing with transit.  There would be an inevitable conflict 
between needs of the street railway system and demands of the 
Spring Arena management.  The initial phase should avoid areas 
of conflict and instead focus on opportunities which would 
assure short term success. 

 Walnut/Main orMain/Baltimore:  Walnut would likely be less desireable 
than Baltimore as there are fewer office buildings near or adjacent to 
Walnut than Baltimore.  Baltimore also has the Hotel Muehlbach and the 
Hotel President and is one  half block from the Hotel Phillips.  Main 
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Street includes the Power and Light District, several major office 
buildings, and the eastern edge of the Crossroads district, in addition to 
Union Station. 

 Other Alternatives:  Wyandotte is not included on the list of potential 
routes, though in my judgment, deserves consideration.  Wyandotte 
includes the eastern entrance of the Municipal Auditorium/Bartle Hall 
Complex, the Kaufman Center for the Performing Arts, the Marriott 
Hotel, the Hotel Muehlebach, the Aladdin Hotel (Holiday Inn), the 
Crowne Plaza Hotel, and more of the Crossroads district than other 
streets. 

 Comment Pertaining to the Kauffman Center for the Performing Arts:  It 
is my firm conviction that the Kauffman Center will be a far greater 
traffic generator than what is now being considered.  I also serve as 
editor of the newsletter for one of the Kansas City Symphony’s 
volunteer auxiliary organizations, and am aware of events planned for 
two and three years hence which appear to be almost completely 
unknown among Kansas City’s leadership.  I fervently believe that the 
new performing arts center will have a far greater—and more 
profoundly positive impact on the downtown area than is presently 
realized. 

 Downtown Routing Conclusion:  My assessment is that a Main/Walnut 
routing through downtown has the greatest potential for success.  
Although this would spread the placement by two blocks rather than 
one, I doubt that two blocks spacing would significantly diminish 
ridership for downtown passengers. 

 Union Station and Crown Center Routing:  The proposed routing 
including Main/Pershing/Grand is the best alternative in the this area. 

 River Market Routing:    

1. Owing to the remarkable transformation of the River Market area 
into a residential area, this presents the greatest challenge to 
define the best possible route.  Delaware has the potential for re-
evolving into a retail district while remaining commercial areas 
are likely to be transformed into residential.  The Columbus Park 
area to the east of the River Market is also showing signs of 
regeneration and regrowth. 

2. I have no specific recommendations to make other than a 
streetcar line should serve the River Market, and that routing 
should avoid the hill on Fifth Street between Delaware and 
Baltimore. 
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3. I would encourage the planners to at least explore the possibility 
of using the former Kansas City Southern viaduct over the 
Crosstown Freeway.  The viaduct was constructed when the 
Crosstown Freeway was originally built so that the KCS could 
continue to serve Folger’s Coffee and the printing firms 
downtown from Grand Avenue yard (which served the then 
KCP&L steam plan).  The Crosstown Freeway occupies the valley 
between the River Market and what is now Sixth Street.  This rail 
right-of-way is essentially intact between Third Street and 
Seventh Street.  Although this segment of the route would serve 
few passengers, it would be an easy logistical way of getting 
across a highway, and get into downtown where there is some 
employment and residential activity in and about the clothing 
district and what was a once time the theater district (the Savoy 
Hotel and Coates  House are the last survivors from this period in 
Kansas City’s history). 

 Other Recommendations: 

1. I recommend that planners at least consider showing how 
revision of existing transit routes and/or creation of circulation 
feeder bus routes could be transformed into streetcar routes at a 
later date.  One of the seling points (which was not well 
promoted) with the light rail plan was how the system could be 
expanded.  Feeder routes which should be considered for future 
expansion would include: 

o 18th & Vine to the Crossroads at some connecting point 
on the streetcar route. 

o Union Station to the IRS building and to Federal Reserve 
Bank during certain hours. 

o River Market/Columbus Park circulator. 

 I hope these ideas are useful to you and the planning team which is 
exploring downtown street railway routes.  As always, I am available to 
assist you when ever needed. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Open House #2 – August 30, 2011 

Meeting Materials and Summary Results 

   



Modern streetcars like the one on display today, expanded 

bus service/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and “no-build” 

alternatives are being studied as part of the Downtown 

Corridor AA. The AA will define a starter line for an 

expanded regional transit system that serves downtown. 

The Regional Transit Alliance (RTA) is hosting the Streetcar 

Party to give you a “sneak peek” at the type of streetcar and 

bus alternatives that are currently under consideration 

through the Downtown Corridor AA. 

The Downtown Corridor AA open house is open all day 

until 6:30 p.m. You are welcome to: 

•	 Review exhibits that describe the planning process, 

schedule, purpose and need for the Downtown 

Corridor AA, as well as the transit mode and 

alignment alternatives currently under evaluation. 

•	 Discover the differences between the modern 

streetcar and a bus circulator that uses a dedicated 

travel lane.

•	 Speak with staff about the Tier 1 evaluation 

process used to narrow the seven alignment 

alternatives shown to the public in June to the 

two on display today.

•	 Learn about the detailed Tier 2 analysis 

that will be applied during the next few weeks 

to determine a single, preferred alternative for 

alignment and mode.

•	 Fill out a comment card before leaving the 

open house.

w w w . k c s m a r t m o v e s . o r g

1

Would you like more information?
Bookmark MARC’s KC Smart Moves website, www.kcsmartmoves.org, and check back often 

to find project-related materials, announcements, and upcoming events! 

You may also contact Triveece Harvey, AICP, at Patti Banks Associates to schedule a 

presentation for your stakeholder group.  You can reach Triveece:

by email at tharvey@pbassociates.com or by phone at 816-756-5690 ext. 3038 

Open House #2
 

4

See What’s on Display
We encourage you to walk around the Grand Hall and review the Downtown Corridor AA exhibits. As you do so, please 

provide your comments to the study team representatives who are positioned near each exhibit. Your input is important to 

the project, so please share your thoughts, ideas and concerns with us. We want to hear what you think.  

Meeting participants talked with staff

Meeting participants reviewed exhibits

w w w . k c s m a r t m o v e s . o r g

Name of Presentation Board Information Described on the Board

Welcome Includes information about today’s meeting.

Process and Schedule 
Describes the planning process and timeframe for the 

Downtown Corridor AA.

Purpose and Need
Outlines key elements of the Downtown Corridor AA Purpose 

and Need Statement.

Modes of Transit
Describes the differences between two modes of transit: the 

modern streetcar and a bus with a dedicated travel lane.

June Alignment Alternatives

Maps spanning the area from the River Market on the north, 

through the Central Business District and the Crossroads areas 

to Union Station and Crown Center on the south and showing 

the initial set of seven alignments for the Downtown Corridor 

that were presented to the public in June. 

Tier 1 Evaluation 
Describes the evaluation criteria and results of the process to 

narrow the seven alignment alternatives to two. 

August Alignment Alternatives

Maps demonstrating the two alignment alternatives that will be 

analyzed in a more detailed fashion during the next few weeks 

to arrive at a single alignment.

How to Pay For It
Outlines the guiding principles and potential sources of funding 

for the starter line.

Next Steps

Involves the immediate next steps in the project schedule, 

including a single Locally Preferred Alternative for mode and 

alignment and a corresponding financial plan. 

Stay Informed
Describes how to access additional project information and 

who to contact for the project.

Continue the Party in the 
Grand Hall!
The city of Kansas City, Mo., Kansas City Area 
Transportation Authority (KCATA), Jackson 
County, and Mid-America Regional Council 
(MARC) are displaying Downtown Corridor 
Alternatives Analysis (AA) exhibits related 
to transit modes and the two alignment 
alternatives for the downtown starter line in 
Union Station’s Grand Hall on August 23 
from 8 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. for you to review 
during the Streetcar Party.

Drop in any time – It’s an open house!

Participate in 
the Open House



August Alignment Alternatives

The new starter line  will connect downtown activity centers 

such as the River Market.

The Federal Transit Administration is funding the study as a required step to a starter line 

becoming eligible for federal construction funds.

Background
The Downtown Corridor AA is a focused look at transit options in a narrow two-mile 

corridor running from the River Market on the north, through the Central Business 

District and the Crossroads areas to Union Station and Crown Center on the south. Its 

purpose is to:

•	 Provide	 an	 attractive	 transit	 option	 that	 will	 more	 conveniently	 connect	

people and places within the Downtown Corridor.

•	 Support	regional	and	city	efforts	to	develop	downtown	Kansas	City	and	the	

Downtown Corridor as a more vibrant and successful urban center. 

The project is needed to help the Downtown Corridor connect, develop, thrive 

and sustain.  The analysis included with the Downtown Corridor AA is positioned 

to advance a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). The LPA is a Federal Transit 

Administration requirement, and is necessary in order to obtain funding for the 

starter line.  The LPA will:

•	 Support	Downtown	goals.

•	 Leverage	existing	investments.

•	 Elevate	the	quality	of	our	regional	transit	system.

•	 Provide	continued	growth	of	a	strong,	vibrant	urban	core.

What’s Next
The Partnership Team and consultants will begin a very detailed analysis of the two 

alignments and two modal alternatives on display today.  Analysis will include, but is 

not limited to, an assessment of:

•	 Ridership	forecasts.

•	 Redevelopment	potential.

•	 Costs	for	construction,	operations,	and	maintenance.

The analysis will be completed within the next few weeks and will result in a Locally 

Preferred Alternative (LPA) for a transit connection between River Market and Union 

Station/Crown Center with a corresponding strategy to fund it by mid-September. 

The LPA and financing plan will be presented to the community at a public open 

house and a series of City Council presentations. 



• Thank you for joining us at 
today’s Downtown 
Corridor Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) public 
meeting!
– Open House:  

8 a.m. - 6:30 p.m. 

• What You Can Do
– Review the exhibits 
– Ask questions
– Tell us what you think

Welcome

Please fill out a comment 
card before you leave.



Downtown Corridor AA

Overview

• Focused look at transit options in a 
corridor running from River Market 
to Union Station / Crown Center

• Result will be a single Locally 
Preferred Alternative, supporting 
downtown goals, investment, and 
the regional transit vision as well as 
the recommendations of Kansas 
City’s Greater Downtown Area Plan

• Process funded by the Federal 
Transit Administration



Stakeholder Outreach

• Ongoing Meetings
– Neighborhoods

– Civic leaders

– Transportation groups

– Elected officials

– Downtown Parking and 
Transportation Commission

– Business/Economic development 
community

– Media

• Three Public Open Houses 
– Held at key milestones

Time-frame

• April – June 2011
– Purpose and Need Statement

– Project goals and objectives

– Identification of alternatives

• July – September 2011
– Detailed alternatives assessment

– Alignment and mode determination

– Financial strategy formation

• October – December 2011
– Detailed technical and financial 

analyses

• January 2012
– Final report to Federal Transit 

Administration

Process & Schedule



Project Purpose

The purpose of the project is to provide an 
attractive transit option that will more 
conveniently connect people and places 
within the Downtown Corridor, and 
support regional and city efforts to 
develop downtown Kansas City and the 
Downtown Corridor as a more vibrant and 
successful urban center.



Connect

• Improve circulation within 
downtown

• Connect downtown activity 
centers

• Enhance and integrate multimodal 
transportation options

• Improve effectiveness and 
efficiency of existing transit 
services

• Improve pedestrian environment 
and accessibility

• Provide access to parks and 
recreational facilities

Develop

• Encourage development and 
redevelopment

• Provide a catalyst for 
redevelopment

• Increase number of downtown 
residents

• Support downtown’s historical 
urban fabric and form

• Support transit-oriented 
development/ minimize the 
need for parking

Project Need: 
Connect, Develop, Thrive & Sustain



Thrive

• Strengthen downtown districts 
and support existing businesses

• Provide additional services for 
residents

• Support visitor and tourism 
activities

• Avoid future congestion

• Serve transit-dependent 
populations

Sustain

• Promote long-term 
sustainable development

• Reduce vehicle-miles 
traveled

• Improve air quality

• Improve public health

• Promote walkability

Project Need: 
Connect, Develop, Thrive & Sustain



Circulator Bus

Modes of Transit
Modern StreetcarCirculator Bus

• Generally diesel-powered
• Generally on-street, but can 

have separated, fixed guideway
• Can carry up to 75 passengers

• Generally electrically powered
• Fixed guideway (rail); shares 

traffic lane with autos
• Can carry up to 120 passengers



Tier 1 Evaluation 

Based on the four Strategic Principles from the Purpose and Need

CONNECT DEVELOP

SUSTAINTHRIVE

Each principle includes multiple objectives that 
provide criteria for evaluation. 



Tier 1 Evaluation Results 

SUSTAIN

THRIVE

DEVELOP

CONNECT

SUMMARY



Grand Boulevard

• Close to downtown activity 
centers

• Close to employment

• Integrates well with existing 
transit service

• Fewer utility impacts

• Strong public and 
stakeholder support

Main Street

• Close to downtown activity 
centers

• Close to visitor 
infrastructure

• Integrates well with existing 
transit service

• Development potential

• Strong public and 
stakeholder support

Tier 1 Findings



• Guiding Principles
– No dedicated city-wide sales or 

property tax
– Fixed rail creates “permanence” that 

spurs investment
– No diversion of KCATA funding

• Potential Sources of Funding
– Rider fares
– District sales tax and/or special 

assessments (only within corridor)
– Federal grants
– Advertising and naming rights
– Other sources consistent with guiding 

principles 

How to Pay for It?



Through September 2011

• Tier 2 evaluation of the 
two alignment and mode 
alternatives.  Tier 1 
evaluation factors are 
included with the detailed 
Tier 2 analysis.  Such 
factors include:
– Stakeholder input
– Potential ridership
– Construction and operating 

costs
– Economic development 

potential

– Traffic impacts
– Right-of-way issues
– Land use impacts
– Community issues
– Environmental and historic 

resource impacts

• Alignment and mode 
determinations

• Financial strategy formation
• Third public open house
• City Council presentations

Next Steps



• Keep up with the latest 
on the Downtown 
Corridor AA by:
– Bookmarking our web site 

at: www.kcsmartmoves.org

– Scheduling a presentation 
for your group via:
• Triveece Harvey,                  

Patti Banks Associates at:  
tharvey@pbassociates.com
and 816-756-5690 x. 3038

Stay Informed

http://www.kcsmartmoves.org/
mailto:tharvey@pbassociates.com
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Open House #3 – September 20, 2011 

Meeting Materials and Summary Results 

   



Kansas City has a historical tie to the streetcar system, 

with streetcar operations beginning in the late 1800s and 

running through the 1950s. Modern streetcars similar to 

the one on display at the August 23 Streetcar Party, and 

recommended for the downtown starter line, are generally 

powered with electricity. They use a fixed-guideway (rail),  

share traffic lanes with automobiles, and carry up to 120 

passengers. 

Find out more about modern streetcars and the 

recommendation for the Downtown Corridor AA at today’s 

open house by: 

•	 Reviewing exhibits that describe the planning 

process, schedule, purpose and need for the 

Downtown Corridor AA, as well as the transit 

mode and alignment alternatives currently under 

evaluation. 

•	 Discovering the differences between the 

modern streetcar and a bus circulator that uses a 

dedicated travel lane.

•	 Talking with staff about the detailed alternatives 

assessment that narrowed the AA’s route (Grand 

Blvd. or Main St.), type of transit (streetcar or 

bus), and “no-build” alternatives to a single 

recommended alternative: a modern streetcar on 

Main St.   

•	 Filling out a comment card before leaving the 

open house.

w w w . k c s m a r t m o v e s . o r g

1

Get More Information
For additional information, visit MARC’s KC Smart Moves website, www.kcsmartmoves.org, 

and check back often to find project-related materials and announcements! 

You may also contact Triveece Harvey, AICP, at Patti Banks Associates to schedule a 

presentation for your stakeholder group.  You can reach Triveece:

by email at tharvey@pbassociates.com or by phone at 816-756-5690 ext. 3038 

Open House #3
 

4

Tell Us What You Think
Exhibits are on display today describing the recommended alternative for the Downtown Corridor AA. Take some time to 

review and talk with staff about them. Remember: Your input is important to the success of the project!

Modern streetcar concept shared with the public at the  
August 23 Streetcar Party

w w w . k c s m a r t m o v e s . o r g

Name of Presentation Board Information Described on the Board

Welcome Includes information about today’s meeting.

Process and Schedule 

Describes the planning process and time frame for the 

Downtown Corridor AA plus its connection to the Greater 

Downtown Area Plan and Smart Moves vision for expanded 

and enhanced transit in Kansas City.

Purpose and Need
Outlines key elements of the Downtown Corridor AA Purpose 

and Need Statement.

Modes of Transit
Describes the differences between two modes of transit: the 

modern streetcar and a bus with a dedicated travel lane.

August Alignment Alternatives

Maps spanning the area from the River Market on the north, 

through the Central Business District and the Crossroads areas 

to Union Station and Crown Center on the south and showing 

the two transit routes for the Downtown Corridor that were 

presented to the public in August. 

Tier 2 Evaluation 

Describes the detailed alternatives assessment that narrowed 

the AA’s route, type of transit, and “no-build” alternatives to a 

single recommended alternative.

September Recommended Alternative Map illustrating the route the preferred alternative will travel.

How to Pay For It
Outlines the guiding principles and potential sources of funding 

for the starter line.

Next Steps
Involves the immediate next steps in the project schedule, 

including a detailed technical and financial analysis.

Stay Informed
Describes how to access additional project information and 

who to contact for the project.

Review the 
Recommendation

Streetcars Recommended 
for Main Street
The preferred type of transit and route for the 
downtown starter line will be a streetcar on Main 
Street. The Partnership Team, consisting of the city 
of Kansas City, Mo., Kansas City Area Transportation 
Authority (KCATA), Jackson County, and Mid-
America Regional Council (MARC) developed 
the recommendation as part of the Downtown 
Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA). Exhibits 
related to the recommendation are on display 
September 20 at Arabia Steamboat Museum 
from 4 to 6:30 p.m. for you to review during the 
open house.
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MAIN STREET STREETCAR 

September Recommended Alternative

The study area for the Downtown Corridor AA (shown on the map below) extends 

approximately two miles from the River Market on the north, through the Central Business 

District and the Crossroads areas to Union Station and Crown Center on the south.

Streetcars in Kansas City
Walking along the sidewalks of downtown Kansas City you can still find remnants of 

the city’s historic streetcar system. As the Downtown fixed transit solution streetcars  

would promote density and intensity of uses, making them particularly effective tools 

to spur economic development, link jobs with daily activities and destinations, and 

create quality places. 

Streetcars fuel economic growth while providing transportation choice, whereas 

buses typically satisfy transportation needs but are not as effective at attracting 

developers who want to build along a permanent transit corridor. Because streetcars 

will not work everywhere, the AA describes how they could interact with Kansas 

City’s existing bus service, such as the MAX bus rapid transit route and future Jackson 

County commuter rail opportunities.

The recent renaissance occurring in Downtown Kansas City will serve to maximize 

the opportunities for the success of the Downtown streetcar as “going Downtown” is 

once again becoming a major event like it was in the early 20th century, when people 

come to work, go to dinner, see a show, or experience any number of Kansas City’s 

tourist draws. 

What’s more, there is a growing body of research that indicates there is a large portion 

of the population that wants to live and work in walkable urban areas. Streetcar transit 

allows people to live in an urban environment and make many of their daily trips 

conveniently without the use of an automobile, which will have a positive impact on 

air quality while simultaneously increase property values along the route. 

Financing Main’s Streetcar
The recommended alternative on display today will be financed by sources other 

than the existing dedicated transit sales taxes, and without sacrificing existing 

transit services. In fact, an important component of the Downtown Corridor AA is 

development of a reasonable capital and operations financing plan to secure funding 

for implementation. 

The financing plan may potentially be used to apply for federal funds through New 

Starts, Small Starts, or other federal programs. Creative leveraging of private funding 

options, public/private partnership options, and federal grant opportunities will be 

explored. Ultimately, the preferred financing strategy will be one with great local 

support—voted on not through a city-wide initiative, but by targeted partners willing 

to invest in strengthening the downtown Kansas City economy through this project.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE:  STREETCAR ON MAIN ST. 

9/15/2011



• Thank you for joining us at 
today’s Downtown 
Corridor Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) public 
meeting! 
– Open House:   
 4 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.  

• What You Can Do 
– Review the exhibits  
– Ask questions 
– Tell us what you think 

 

 

Welcome 

Please fill out a comment 

card before you leave. 



Downtown Corridor AA 

Overview 

• Focused look at transit options in a 
corridor running from River Market 
to Union Station / Crown Center 

• Result will be a single Locally 
Preferred Alternative, supporting 
downtown goals, investment, and 
the regional transit vision as well as 
the recommendations of Kansas 
City’s Greater Downtown Area Plan 

• Process funded by the Federal 
Transit Administration 



AA is Smart Moves Implementation 

• Smart Moves is Metro Kansas 
City’s vision for expanded and 
enhanced regional transit 
service.  Smart Moves: 

– Builds on on past plans and 
studies, reflects what residents 
and businesses say they desire in 
a public transit system, and 
incorporates best practices from 
around the country. 

– Expands current transit routes 
and recommends new service 
types, vehicles, and facilities. 

 

Overview 



Stakeholder Outreach 

• Ongoing Meetings 
– Neighborhoods 

– Civic leaders 

– Transportation groups 

– Elected officials 

– Downtown Parking and 
Transportation Commission 

– Business/Economic development 
community 

– Media 

• Three Public Open Houses  
– Held at key milestones 

Time-frame 

• April – June 2011 
– Purpose and Need Statement 

– Project goals and objectives 

– Identification of alternatives 

• July – September 2011 
– Detailed alternatives assessment 

– Alignment and mode determination 

– Financial strategy formation 

• October – December 2011 
– Detailed technical and financial 

analyses 

• January 2012 
– Final report to Federal Transit 

Administration 

 

Process & Schedule 



Project Purpose 

The purpose of the project is to provide an 
attractive transit option that will more 
conveniently connect people and places 
within the Downtown Corridor, and 
support regional and city efforts to 
develop downtown Kansas City and the 
Downtown Corridor as a more vibrant and 
successful urban center. 

 



Connect 

• Improve circulation within 
downtown 

• Connect downtown activity 
centers 

• Enhance and integrate multimodal 
transportation options 

• Improve effectiveness and 
efficiency of existing transit 
services 

• Improve pedestrian environment 
and accessibility 

• Provide access to parks and 
recreational facilities 
 

Develop 

• Encourage development and 
redevelopment 

• Provide a catalyst for 
redevelopment 

• Increase number of downtown 
residents 

• Support downtown’s historical 
urban fabric and form 

• Support transit-oriented 
development/ minimize the 
need for parking 
 

Project Need:  
Connect, Develop, Thrive & Sustain 



Thrive 

• Strengthen downtown districts 
and support existing businesses 

• Provide additional services for 
residents 

• Support visitor and tourism 
activities 

• Avoid future congestion 

• Serve transit-dependent 
populations 

 

Sustain 

• Promote long-term 
sustainable development 

• Reduce vehicle-miles 
traveled 

• Improve air quality 

• Improve public health 

• Promote walkability 

 

 

Project Need:  
 Connect, Develop, Thrive & Sustain 



Circulator Bus 

Modes of Transit 
Modern Streetcar 

• Generally diesel-powered 
• Generally on-street, but can 

have separated, fixed guideway 
• Can carry up to 75 passengers 

• Generally electrically powered 
• Fixed guideway (rail); shares 

traffic lane with autos 
• Can carry up to 120 passengers 



Streetcar 

Alternatives Evaluation: TIER 1 AND TIER 2 RESULTS 

Tier 1 Screening 

Tier 2 Evaluation 

Baltimore Walnut ✗	   ✗	  

Findings:	  
•  Street	  closures	  on	  Grand	  Boulevard	  
•  Higher	  ridership	  on	  Main	  Street	  
•  More	  public	  and	  stakeholder	  support	  for	  Main	  Street	  
•  Higher	  economic	  development	  poten=al	  along	  Main	  Street	  

Enhanced Bus Streetcar ✗	  
Findings:	  
•  More	  public	  support	  for	  streetcar	  
•  Higher	  projected	  ridership	  for	  streetcar	  
•  Significant	  addi=onal	  economic	  development	  poten=al	  from	  streetcar	  
•  Lower	  opera=ng	  cost	  per	  passenger	  for	  streetcar	  

Grand Main 

Main & Baltimore Main & Walnut Grand & Walnut ✗	  ✗	  ✗	  

Alignment	  Alterna,ves:	  

Grand Main ✗	  Alignment	  Alterna,ves:	  

Mode	  Alterna,ves:	  

Streetcar Final	  Recommenda,on:	   Main 

1	  



Alternatives Evaluation: STREETCAR ALTERNATIVES 
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Alternatives Evaluation: ENHANCED BUS ALTERNATIVES 
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Streetcar	  (SC)	   Enhanced	  Bus	  (EB)	  

•  Higher	  capital	  costs	   •  Lower	  capital	  costs	  

•  Appeals	  to	  choice	  riders	   •  Not	  as	  aGrac=ve	  to	  choice	  riders	  

•  More	  comfortable	  ride	   •  Less	  comfortable	  ride	  

•  Larger,	  roomier	  vehicle	   •  Bus	  designs	  are	  becoming	  more	  aGrac=ve	  

•  Easier	  to	  understand	  and	  use	   •  Less	  easy	  to	  understand	  and	  use	  

•  Bicycles	  accommodated	  on-‐board	   •  Bicycles	  located	  on	  rack	  in	  front	  of	  bus	  

•  More	  iconic	  for	  City	   •  Does	  not	  grab	  aGen=on	  

•  Has	  been	  shown	  to	  spur	  development	   •  Has	  less	  significant	  impact	  on	  development	  

•  More	  visual	  impacts	  from	  wires	  and	  tracks	   •  Less	  visual	  impacts	  

•  Less	  flexibility	  for	  special	  events	   •  More	  flexible	  for	  special	  events	  

•  No	  localized	  emissions	   •  Localized	  emissions	  from	  buses	  

Alternatives Evaluation: ENHANCED BUS vs. STREETCAR 

Decision 1: Alignment 

Decision 2: Technology 

Grand Boulevard Main Street or	  
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Connectivity 

Activity Levels 

Main Street serves more 
population, special event venues 

and hotel rooms. Grand 
Boulevard serves more 

employment. 
 

Advantage: Main 

All alternatives have generally 
good and similar walking and 

bicycling environments. 
 

Advantage: none 

  Main Grand 
EB SC EB SC 

Housing Units (2010) 3,200 3,200 2,900 2,700 

Employees (2005) 47,200 47,200 50,900 50,900 

Hotel Rooms (2005) 3,500 3,500 2,500 2,500 

Special Event Annual 
Attendance (2010) 5.7 million 5.7 million 3.3 million 3.3 million 

Activity Center Connections 

Alternatives Evaluation: CONNECT 

Main Grand 
EB and SC EB and SC 

Directly serves 10th & Main Directly serves Sprint Center 

Closer to Convention Center Closer to Government District 

Closer to Kauffman Center 

All alternatives would directly serve 
River Market, Power & Light, Crown Center, 3rd & Grand 

—	  No	  significant	  dis=nc=on	  between	  alignments	  or	  modes	  —	  

Main Street directly serves the 
10th & Main Transit Center, while 
Grand Boulevard directly serves 

the Sprint Center. 
 

Advantage: Main 

current	  ac)vity	  within	  ¼	  mile	  
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Economic Development Potential 

Existing Economic Activity 

All alternatives serve significant 
economic activity. Main Street 

serves more population, special 
event venues and hotel rooms. 
Grand Boulevard serves more 
employment and has higher 

retail sales. 
 

Advantage: none 

Through 2025, streetcar would 
be expected to induce 77% and 

70% more economic growth 
over baseline growth on Main 
Street and Grand Boulevard, 

respectively. 
 

Advantage: Main Streetcar 

All alternatives offer similar 
capacity for future development. 

Neither alignment would “run 
out” of development sites in the 

near to intermediate term. 
 

Advantage: none 

  Main Grand 
EB and SC EB and SC 

Population (2010) 4,600 3,600 

Housing Units (2010) 3,900 3,100 

   Housing Growth (2040) +5,900 +4,900 

Employees (2010) 52,300 50,100 

   Employment Growth (2040) +30,800 +31,400 

Hotel Rooms (2010) 3,500 2,500 

Venues - Annual Attendance (2010) 5.7 million 3.3 million 

Retail Sales Within 1 Block (2010) $93 million $97 million 

Corridor Property Market Value (2010) $1,590 million $1,570 million 

(Uninflated	  2010	  dollars)	  

Alternatives Evaluation: DEVELOP 

within	  3	  blocks	  unless	  noted	  

Main	   Grand	  

Projected	  Corridor	  Land	  Value	  in	  2025	  

Enhanced	  bus	  would	  not	  
be	  expected	  to	  induce	  a	  
significant	  amount	  of	  
new	  development	  

with	  
SC	  

with	  
SC	  

no	  
SC	  

no	  
SC	  
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Public & Stakeholder Support 

Transit Reliability 

Grand has a significant number 
of annual street closures for 
special events, which would 

impact transit reliability. 
 

Advantage: Main Streetcar or 
Main Enhanced Bus 

Overwhelming support for 
streetcar over bus. Main Street 

consistently received more 
numerous and more vocal 

support from the public and 
from stakeholders. 

 
Advantage: Main Streetcar 

  Main Grand 
EB and SC EB and SC 

Partial Day 0 5 

Full Day 0 16 

Total 0 21 

Residential & Employment Activity 

Alternatives Evaluation: THRIVE 

Stakeholder	  and	  public	  comments	  can	  be	  summarized	  as:	  
•  Overwhelming	  support	  for	  streetcar	  over	  bus	  
•  Most	  liked	  the	  simplicity	  of	  the	  study	  alignments	  
•  The	  Downtown	  Corridor	  should	  be	  considered	  a	  “starter”	  line	  with	  

possible	  expansion	  in	  the	  future	  (airport,	  Waldo,	  Johnson	  County)	  
•  Some	  liked	  Grand	  Boulevard	  because	  it	  would	  serve	  downtown	  

employment	  and	  is	  straighter	  but	  some	  expressed	  concern	  about	  
impacts	  on	  the	  Sprint	  Center	  

•  Many	  liked	  Main	  Street	  because	  of	  its	  central	  loca=on	  and	  
connec=ons	  to	  a	  variety	  of	  ac=vity	  centers	  but	  some	  expressed	  
concern	  about	  parking	  impacts	  

  Main Grand 

EB SC EB SC 

Employees within ¼ mile (2005) 47,200 47,200 50,900 50,900 

Population within ¼ mile (2010) 4,400 4,400 4,100 3,700 
Main Street alternatives would 

serve more residential 
population, while Grand 

Boulevard alternatives would 
serve more employment. 

 
Advantage: none 

number	  of	  street	  closures	  (6	  months,	  2011)	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  
Employees	  (2005)	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  
Popula,on	  (2005)	  
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Ridership 

Both streetcar alignments would 
have significantly higher 

ridership than enhanced bus. 
The Main Street alternatives 

would carry approximately 9% 
more riders than the Grand 

Boulevard alternatives. 
 

Advantage: Main Streetcar 

Alternatives Evaluation: SUSTAIN 

  Main Grand 
EB SC EB SC 

2015 Ridership 1,300 2,900 1,200 2,700 

2035 Ridership 2,700 6,000 2,500 5,500 

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  
2015	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  
2035	  

Average	  Weekday	  Riders	  

Capital and Operating Costs 

  Main Grand 
EB SC EB SC 

Capital Cost ($2014) $20M $101M $18M $102M 

Operating Cost ($2011) $2.6M $2.8M $2.6M $2.8M 

Estimated capital costs for the 
streetcar alternatives are higher 

than for the enhanced bus 
alternatives, but operating costs 

are similar between modes. 
Neither capital nor operating 

costs would differ substantially 
between alignments. 

 
Advantage: Main or Grand 

Enhanced Bus 

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  

Capital	  Costs	  ($2014)	  Opera,ng	  Costs	  ($2011)	   8	  



Environmental & Historic Resources 
A preliminary evaluation 

suggests that neither alignment 
would have significant impacts 

on environmental or historic 
resources. 

 
Advantage: none 

Alternatives Evaluation: SUSTAIN 

—	  No	  significant	  impacts	  —	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  

2015	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  

2035	  

Passengers/Vehicle	  Hour	  Opera,ng	  Cost/Passenger	  

  Main Grand 
EB SC EB SC 

2015 Operating Cost/Passenger $6.90 $3.30 $7.50 $3.60 

2035 Operating Cost/Passenger $3.20 $1.50 $3.50 $1.60 

2015 Passengers/Vehicle Hour 16 49 15 45 

2035 Passengers/Vehicle Hour 35 107 32 98 

Service Effectiveness 
($2011)	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  

EB	   SC	   EB	   SC	  

Main	   Grand	  
Passengers/Vehicle	  Hour	  

Streetcar alternatives are 
projected to carry significantly 
more passengers per revenue 

hour, would have a lower 
operating cost per passenger, 

and would have a higher capital 
cost per passenger. The Main 

Street alignment is slightly more 
effective than Grand Boulevard. 

 
Advantage: Main Streetcar 
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Alternatives Evaluation: EVALUATION FINDINGS 
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Activity Center Connections: 

Activity Levels: 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Connectivity: 

Existing Economic Activity: 

Economic Development Potential: 

Residential & Employment Activity: 

Transit Reliability: 

Public & Stakeholder Support: 

Ridership Projections: 

Capital & Operating Costs: 

Service Effectiveness: 

Environmental & Historic Resources: 

MAIN 

MAIN 

MAIN 

MAIN 

none 

none 

none 

MAIN 

STREETCAR 

STREETCAR 

ENHANCED BUS 

STREETCAR 

STREETCAR 

STREETCAR 

MAIN none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

MAIN 

MAIN 

Alignment Mode 

none 



Alternatives Evaluation: RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 
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MAIN STREET STREETCAR 



• Guiding Principles 
– No dedicated city-wide sales or 

property tax 
– Fixed rail creates “permanence” that 

spurs investment 
– No diversion of KCATA funding 

• Potential Sources of Funding 
– Rider fares 
– District sales tax and/or special 

assessments (only within corridor) 
– Federal grants 
– Advertising and naming rights 
– Other sources consistent with guiding 

principles  
 

 

How to Pay for It? 



Stakeholder Outreach 

• Ongoing Meetings 
– Neighborhoods 

– Civic leaders 

– Transportation groups 

– Elected officials 

– Downtown Parking and 
Transportation Commission 

– Business/Economic 
development community 

Time-frame 

• October – December 2011 
– Detailed technical and financial 

analyses 

• January 2012 
– Final report to Federal Transit 

Administration 

 

Next Steps 



• Keep up with the latest 
on the Downtown 
Corridor AA by: 
– Bookmarking our web site 

at: www.kcsmartmoves.org    

– Scheduling a presentation 
for your group via: 
• Triveece Harvey,                  

Patti Banks Associates at:  
tharvey@pbassociates.com 
and 816-756-5690 x. 3038 

 

Stay Informed 

http://www.kcsmartmoves.org/
mailto:tharvey@pbassociates.com
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Every old problem is new again in Kansas City
By YAEL T. ABOUHALKAH 
The Kansas City Star 

A number of big challenges face Kansas City.

Young kids are congregating on the Country Club Plaza, raising concerns about the shopping district’s 
reputation with visitors. The city’s violent crime rate is one of the nation’s highest. The Kansas City School 
District is performing poorly, scaring away homeowners and businesses. The area’s mass transit system is 
among the worst in the country. 

Hang on a second. Let me check my notes.

Actually, while all those challenges should sound familiar to residents in 2011, they are culled from long-
ago events.

•The Plaza problem made news in 1984 when break dancers were arrested for blocking sidewalks.

•In 1992 Kansas City suffered from 12,596 violent crimes and 152 homicides.

•The school district in 1994 was criticized for its awful scores, back when it had more than 36,000 students.

•Mayor Emanuel Cleaver in 1995 called a proposed light-rail line a “touristy frou-frou” project, essentially 
killing it then and long into the future.

This is more than a trip down memory lane, of course. Some of Kansas City’s troubles of 2011 have a long, 
long history. That means they often crop up in campaigns. In his bid for mayor, for example, Sly James 
said he wanted to attack several of these problems. Now he has that chance.

But as James will find out, the city’s leaders and residents have had varying degrees of success in dealing 
with these challenges.

On Wednesday, a City Council committee discussed problems with unruly teens gathering on the Plaza. 
They have spurred the usually ineffective calls for more parental supervision and the creation of more 
activities for young people. 

This is a challenge that has had few tangible answers for many years. The unknowns are numerous, which 
stymies real progress: Where would the activities take place? Who would pay for them? Who would be in 
charge of organizing them?

Crime is a more positive story.

The number of violent crimes reported in 2010 in Kansas City fell just below 5,400 — for a staggering drop 
of 57 percent since 1992. The number of homicides was down 30 percent from that year. There also were 
fewer rapes, robberies, aggravated assaults and murders in a city that has gained population the last two 
decades.

This is a safer city than it was back then.

One continuing concern, though, is that many other large cities also have had big reductions in violent 
crime over the same time span. So Kansas City’s crime rate remains far higher than average.

The Kansas City School District is carving out another semi-success story.

It has taken aggressive action to cut its bloated costs by shedding employees and closing schools. That 
allows the district to focus more of its resources on the classroom, where only 17,000 students remain. 
That smaller size should make it more possible to improve the district.
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Again, a caveat: Test scores are still near the bottom of the barrel. Plus, many people still think that the 
district covers most of the city, damaging the entire community’s reputation in their eyes. However, parents 
can live north of the Missouri River or in parts of the city south of the river and send their children to 
different, often better schools.

Finally, a new study on transit scheduled to be released today by the Brookings Institution says the Kansas 
City metropolitan region ranks 90th out of 100 urban areas in the level of transit combined with its access 
to jobs.

So we don’t have a good transit system and what we do have does a poor job of getting people to work.

Adding bus rapid transit lines has boosted the system in recent years, and plans for streetcars and heavy-
rail lines once again are being studied.

Still, Kansas City’s bus system is wholly inadequate despite all the public money spent on it, the suburbs 
continue to sprawl further from the core, and efficient mass transit pretty much remains a dream in this city 
and region.

Pretty much like it was in 1995.

To reach Yael T. Abouhalkah, call 816-234-4887 or send email to abouhalkah@kcstar.com. He appears on “Ruckus” at 7 tonight on KCPT, 
Channel 19.

© 2011 Kansas City Star and wire service sources. All Rights Reserved. http://www.kansascity.com
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In border business battle, Kansas City mayor fires back
By KEVIN COLLISON 
The Kansas City Star 

In his first remarks since taking office on a cross-border business incentive war that has gained national 
attention, Mayor Sly James said Wednesday that Kansas City no longer would “sit on the sidelines” and 
watch Kansas poach its businesses.

The new mayor was among the dignitaries at an event at Boulevard Brewery marking the kickoff of an 
effort to retain businesses by the Kansas City Economic Development Corp.

He praised the plan and then laid down the gauntlet to Kansas. 

“We need to compete with Minneapolis and Dallas, not Overland Park,” James said. “That’s a waste of time 
and money. 

“The days of sitting back and watching it happen are over. Mutually assured destruction only works if both 
sides are armed. They have a gun. We have a Popsicle stick.”

James also praised 17 senior area business leaders who signed a letter early last month asking the 
governors of Kansas and Missouri to stop using incentives to attract businesses within the metropolitan 
area.

In Wyandotte County on Wednesday, to announce the coming Farm Aid concert, Kansas Gov. Sam 
Brownback denied that his state was targeting Kansas City, Mo. 

“Kansas is open for business, but we’re not poaching businesses,” he said. “We’re going anywhere we can 
to recruit.” 

The governor also said he had not dismissed the business leaders’ request.

“We’re not blowing anything off, but also we’re open for business around the country. And that’s what we’re 
doing. Not targeting.”

One of the most effective tools used by Kansas allows companies to keep 95 percent of their employee 
withholding taxes for up to 10 years. It mirrors a similar Missouri job attraction program with one important 
difference — Kansas allows companies to get cash up front.

The use of incentives to encourage companies to move a few miles across the state line in the Kansas City 
area has been cited in national stories in recent weeks by The New York Times and Bloomberg.

The new business retention initiative, called KC BEST, short for Business Expansion and Support Team, 
has been discussed by the EDC for three years. 

Efforts were stepped up over the past year when large companies moved to Overland Park, including 
JPMorgan Retirement Plan Services and KeyBank Real Estate Capital. 

In recent months, AMC Entertainment has been offered $47 million in incentives to move from downtown to 
Kansas.

Legislation is being considered by Missouri lawmakers that would give the city more help in trying to keep 
companies such as AMC. It would allow companies in jeopardy of moving to retain 100 percent of their 
withholding tax for 10 years, but would be capped annually at $6 million.

Though it’s expected to fall far short of the value of the package being offered by Kansas, it should boost 
the city’s case, said Jeff Kaczmarek, the EDC’s president and chief executive.
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Less expensive to build, streetcars could be KC’s entry to 
light rail
By MICHAEL MANSUR 
The Kansas City Star 

Whenever the topic of light rail comes up in Kansas City, many people just roll their eyes.

If it ever happens, they think, it will take years. And millions — if not billions — of dollars would have to 
come from who knows where.

But for some that view changed Wednesday night in a meeting room at the Central Library downtown.

“I’m very optimistic that we’re not just studying it again,” Sherri McIntyre, an assistant city manager, told 
those in attendance. “We’re going to do it.”

McIntyre, backed by transit advocates Janet Rogers and Mark McDowell, detailed for members of the 
Downtown Neighborhood Association plans for a two-mile-long starter line of modern streetcars that have 
become popular in many cities.

Such sleek, lighter forms of light rail could run from the River Market area to Union Station or Crown 
Center. Streets they would probably serve include Grand, Main and Walnut, although the exact route will 
be determined in coming months.

Its cost: an estimated $50 million to $70 million.

As envisioned, citywide taxpayer dollars won’t be needed. Instead, the group intends to find some creative 
local funding alternatives that wouldn’t require another citywide light rail election, a road Kansas City voters 
have been down many times before.

“Kansas City has put a lot of time and money in studying light rail,” said Charlie Hales, manager of the 
project to study downtown transit options. “But this is a very wise shift to some projects that are small, 
manageable, and we can do them now.”

McIntyre told the Downtown Neighborhood Association, the first group that she and her transit allies have 
pitched the streetcar proposal to, that pushing again for passage of a citywide tax would result in having to 
stretch a rail line so it serves enough voters to win passage.

But a longer line also boosts the costs and eventually deflates voter support, she said, so a smaller and 
less costly starter line might be the recipe for success.

Indeed, streetcar advocates nationwide said such lines had been constructed fairly quickly and for as little 
as $25 million per mile. It also doesn’t take long to construct a mile of streetcar line because existing 
streets are used and excavated only a foot or so to lay the rail lines.

Two miles of streetcar line might be built in a matter of weeks or a few months, experts said.

The study now under way and expected to be completed by fall will lay out not only possible routes but also 
funding mechanisms. 

The preference, city officials and transit advocates said, is to find local funding for the starter line.

McDowell said one option would be creating a Transportation Development District. TDDs have never been 
widely discussed in Kansas City.

But they’re becoming a fairly common financing method elsewhere, said Hales, who works for HDR Inc., an 
engineering company that has built streetcar lines, including one in Portland, Ore.
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KC’s Downtown Council shifts away from its main 
mission
By KEVIN COLLISON 
The Kansas City Star 

The Downtown Council, one of Kansas City’s most effective organizations, particularly since it began its 
improvement district in 2003, has drifted from its core mission the past couple of years.

Last week’s board meeting was a case in point.

At the meeting, it was reported that the organization was pursuing a proposal to renovate the historic 
Boone Theater at 1701 E. 18th St. and make it the new home of the National Folk Alliance. But it also was 
disclosed that the annual spring urban housing tour had been canceled.

No doubt, restoring the decrepit Boone Theater and making it a new entertainment anchor for the 18th and 
Vine District would be a good thing. But is that the job of an organization whose prime mission is attracting 
jobs, residents and retailers to downtown?

The same applies to the organization’s promotion of citywide education issues. Not much of a factor when 
it comes to downtown.

Technically, the 18th and Vine District is on the edge of greater downtown as defined by the Downtown 
Council. Two years ago the Jazz District Redevelopment Corp. asked the organization to help make good 
the huge public investments there.

The theater built in 1922 was converted into an armory in the 1940s and then abandoned in the 1970s. The 
Downtown Council has applied for a $200,000 grant from the National Endowment for the Arts and has 
made the final cut from 400 to 35 applicants.

That money would get the ball rolling to relocate the National Folk Alliance from Memphis by renovating the 
theater into performance space and offices. The entire endeavor would cost about $3 million.

The organization’s development arm has been instrumental in several major downtown endeavors, 
including the new Central Library, the demolition of the Shoppers Parkade building, the new Bolender ballet 
school by Union Station, and the new community kitchen at 1444 E. Eighth St. 

Sean O’Byrne, vice president of business development, said the 18th and Vine effort was a natural step.

“It is part of the downtown district, and now that downtown has a good foothold, we can help out in that 
area,” he said. “The downtown development group takes on deals other folks can’t do.”

But the cancellation of the housing tour, a popular event for 10 years, shows the foothold is tenuous. It’s 
particularly bad timing when the Downtown Council has said doubling the population over the next few 
years is a major priority.

The problem: The supply of apartments is dwindling as the pipeline of projects dries up, and the for-sale 
condominium market is in the doldrums. Pushing for more apartment developments should be a major 
priority.

In his report to the Downtown Council, Donovan Mouton, the housing committee chairman, said only 12 
projects had interest in participating in the tour this year, down from 18 last year.

To salvage something, there will be a scaled-back tour in mid-September to coincide with the opening of 
the Kauffman Center for the Performing Arts. The scaled-back tour will not feature the bus tours and 
hoopla of previous years.
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There are other areas of concern. 

So far a major new employer hasn’t chosen downtown since the huge investment made in the Power & 
Light District five years ago. Since then, downtown has lost at least one major employer, KeyBank Real 
Estate Capital, and is in jeopardy of losing AMC Entertainment.

Attracting employees, residents and retailers is essential to reviving downtown. Although there has been a 
good start — downtown was about the only area of Kansas City south of the Missouri River to grow in 
population in the 2010 census — there’s still a long ways to go.

Maybe it’s time for the Downtown Council to return to the basics.

How about this for a priority? Last week the board was told by Sherri McIntyre from City Hall that a study 
on a proposed two-mile streetcar line from Crown Center to the River Market should be completed by the 
end of this year.

The problem, she predicted, is that it would take at least until mid-2013 before any construction could begin 
on what’s been described as a very affordable and doable project. Speeding that timetable would be a fine 
goal for the Downtown Council.

To reach Kevin Collison, call 816-234-4289 or send email to kcollison@kcstar.com.
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